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THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 


CIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MortTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND' CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 





IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of x 


LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
L088 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
, SOCIETY. 











ESTABLISHED 1836. 


FL vis ‘ ° ° - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME .- - - - - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - . - £1,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE - - £ 11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





Age "Premium Age | Premium | Age Premium | 
20 | 178% 30 | £116%,| 40 | £2 10%, 











£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results, 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


Duration 





| 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. 40 yrs. 
| £1,199 | £1,438 











_ Amount of Policy 


Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Lorp Justice Romer will be absent from the Court of Appeal 
for some days after the present week, and it is understood that 
the Lord Chief Justice will take his place. 





THERE HAS BEEN one application for registration with an 
absolute title to freehold land in London advertised in the Zimes 
during the past week. 





THE pisTincTion between non-feasance and misfeasance 268 
affecting the liability of a local authority is well illustrated by 
the case of Whyler v. Bingham Rural District Council, which 
came before the Court of Appeal last week on appeal from 
Wits, J. The defendants, as highway authority, were sued 
for damages on account of the death of a man which was 
alleged to have been caused by their wrongfal act and negli- 
gence. A highway repairable by the defendants was bordered 
by a deep ditch or watercourse, and in times of flood the water 
from the ditch spread over the road. In 1877 the defendants’ 
predecessors, as highway authority, erected a post and rail 
fence along the side of the ditch next the road for the 
protection of passengers. The fence having fallen into dis- 
repair, the defendants determined to renew it in part, and 
with this view they removed the whole of it. Before any 
new posts had been set up, the plaintiff's husband, who was 
driving along the road on a night of heavy flood, drove into 
the ditch and was drowned. The defendants argued, on the 
authority of such cases as Cowley v. Newmarket Local Board 
(1892, A. OC. $45), Municipality of Pictou v. Geldert (1893, A. C. 
524), and Thompson v. Mayor of Brighton (1894, 1 Q. B. 332), 
that they were under no obligation to fence the road, and that 
no action would lie for mere non-feasance. Wilson v. Mayor of 
Halifax (L. R. 3 Ex. 114) (a case in which the facts were very 
similar to those of the present case) was also cited as shewing 
that a highway authority was not bound to maintain an existing 
fence. But these decisions did not carry the defendants far 
enough ; they had not merely been guilty of failure to fence or 
repair; they had removed an existing protection, and had not 
(when the accident happened) re it; this was misfeasance, 
and the Court of Appeal, affirming Witts, J., held that the 
defendants were liable. 


A curious case as to the liability of a board of guardians for 
the costs incurred by their vaccination officer in the performance 
of his duties came before His Honour Judge Maxtiveav at toe 
Eastbourne County Court last week. In February last the 
vaccination officer took out several summonses for non-vaccina- 
tion under section $1 of the Vaccination Act, 1867; the fees of 
the justices’ clerk amounted in all to £2 11s. 61., and the object 
of this action (Zangham v. Hodges), in which the clerk was 
plaintiff and the vaccination officer was dsfendant, was to 
recover the amount of these fees. The liability of the defendant 
appears to have been admitted, and the question was as to his 
right to recover over from the guardians, who were brought in 
as third parties. The first defence raised by the guardians 
was that the proceedings taken by the vacciaation officer 
were not taken in pursuance of any directions by the 

uardians. This defence was clearly uateaabdle, it having been 
flecided in Bramble v. Lowe (45 W. R. 366) that the officer requires 
no specific authority to enable him to take proceedings under the 
section in question. The second defence was purely techuical and 
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was strongly commented on by the learned judge : the guardians 
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relied on section 1 of the Poor Law (Payment of Debts) Act, 
1859, an Act which was certainly not intended to enable 
 arpy to evade their properly-incurred liabilities. It enacts 

t a debt of a board of guardians shall be paid within the (finan- 
cial) half-year in which it has been incurred, or within three 
months after the expiration of the half-year; the proceedings 
before the justices having been taken during the half-year ended 
on the 25th of March, it was contended that payment of the fees 
on the summonses could not be claimed after the 24th of June. 
The county court judge, however, held that, as it was not 
custo for fees of this kind to be paid at once, the date (the 
18th of May) on which the guardians passed a formalresolution not 
to pay them must be taken as the re on which the debt was 
incurred, and that, therefore, the present action was in time. 
Judgment was therefore given against the guardians. 





ALTHOUGH THE considered judgment delivered by Waicut, J., 
in Ward v. Fry this week does not enunciate any new principle 
of bankruptcy law, yet the case is deserving of note owing to the 
curious nature of the problem set for solution, arising out of a 
rather complicated set of facts. It appears that a bankrupt, 
shortly after committing an act of bankruptcy, paid to a book- 
maker £200 on account of a bet he had lost, and a further £300 
as a deposit and security against other bets made between them, 
on condition that, if the bankrupt lost the bets, the bookmaker 
should keep the ge The bets were lost, and the book- 
maker claimed to entitled to keep the money deposited 
as against the trustee in bankruptcy of the bankrupt 
depositor, on the ground that the transactions were com- 
pleted in | ge faith before the receiving order and without 
notice of the act of bankruptcy. It was ingeniously argued 
that the trustee could not have maintained an ordinary action 
for the money as received to his use, because moneys paid away 
by the bankrupt during the three months over which the title of 
the trustee relates back are not on the same footing as goods, or 
the proceeds of goods, which can be recovered by the trustee. 
Waicut, J., had no difficulty in disposing of this contention on 
the ancient, but unquestioned, authority of Lord Harpwioxs in 
Bills v. Hyde (1 Ves. 326), who places money so paid 
away in the same category as goods or the proceeds of 

. The principle, was followed in subsequent cases, 
and, although no modern cases embodying the principle 
are to be found, still their very scarcity shews that the rule has 
been too firmly established to be successfully questioned. The 
second contention of the bookmaker, that the transaction was a 
protected one within section 49 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
equally failed. One essential element of protected transactions 
is valuable consideration. Even if the transaction could be 
considered to have been completed, and the deposit, upon the 
bet being lost, to have become the property of the bookmaker, 
yet it amounted in effect to nothing but the payment of a bet— 
that is, a voluntary payment without consideration, and therefore 
outside the scope of section 49. 





No srancx of county court jurisdiction involves ter 
anxiety to those administering it than that conferred fy the 
Debtors Act, 1869, which, by section 5, enables a county 
court judge, or his deputy, to commit to prison any 


defaulting judgment debtor where it is proved to the 
satisfaction of the court that the defaulter either has, or 
had, since the date of the judgment, means to pay, proof 
of which fact may, it is provided, be given ‘‘ in such manner 
as the court thinks just, and for the purposes of such proof the 
debtor and any witnesses may be summoned and examined on 
oath according to the presoribed rules.” Whether the decision 
of the court, on an application made to it under this enact- 
ment, is subject to appeal, is more o1: less a moot point: 
see Yearly County Court Practice, 1900, p. 355. In a proper 
case, however, as where the county court judge commits without 
any evidence, or in misapprehension or through misapplica- 
tion of some rule of law, the remedy by prohibition is un- 
doubtedly available: see Annual County Court Practice, 1900, 
p. 384. In the absence, however, of sime such ground of 
objection to the jurisdiction, a prohibition should be, and will 
be, refused. This appears from the recent case of McLntosh v. 





Simkins (ante, p. 30), where the rule for a prohibition was 
discharged under the following circumstances. The only 
evidence before the county court judge in support of means was 
that of a relative of the defaulting judgment debtor, who 
deposed that the latter was living in a house of the apparent 
value of £60 a year and was a builder, or builder’s foreman, and 
employed workmen. In the opinion of Bucxnm1, J., this 
evidence did not justify committal, and he accordingly, when 
sitting at dndges chambers, ted a Vo The 
Divisional Court (Lawnance and Kennepy, JJ.) reversed this 
decision, and, in discharging the rule, intimated that all that was 
necessary to justify a committal under the Act was that a 
prima facie case should be made out, and that the evidence 
in the case under consideration was sufficient for that 
purpose. It was, moreover, pointed out by Lawzanoz, J., 
that the judgment debtor might have come forward 
as a witness and given evidence as to his own means, 
and that his omission to do so in no way invalidated 
the order of committal. This decision, which accords with the 
rinciples laid down with regard to prohibition by Wixz:, J., in 
ayor, &c., of London vy. Cox (L. R. 2H. L., at p. 283), will, it 
is believed, be welcomed by suitors and praobiti in many 
county courts, where the express provisions the Deb or Act, 
1869, as to committal have become almost a létter, through 
a mistaken philanthropy on the part of judges, which eventually 
must, we fear, have the effect of altogether destroying the 
system of credit now prevailing, without which the wage-earning 
classes would find a Fiffi ulty in satisfying their daily wants. 





CoNnSIDERABLE excitement “from garret to basement” 
appears to have been caused by a recent pronouncement of a 
metropolitan police magistrate to the effect that a mistress is 
bound to supply medical attendance for her domestic servants. 
As a moral sentiment, expressed generally, the statement is 
unimpeachable, but even the multifarious duties of a police 
magistrate do not constitute him an arbiter as to moral obli- 
gations. The statement may even have been the law under 
some special circumstances of the case, which experience has 
taught its legal readers not to look for in the Police Intelligence 
columns of a daily newspaper. As a legal proposition, 
however, the statement would a to lack authority, 
and to be anticipatory of the time when (if ever) domestic 
servants can claim such a right under the powers of some 
future Workmen’s Compensation Act. On the authorities, 
of which Wennall v. Adney (3 Bos. & P. 247) and 
Cooper v. Phillips (4 Oar. & P. 581) may be taken as illustrations, 
it has been settled law for nearly a century that a master is not 
liable (in the absence, of course, of an express contract for good 
consideration, or special circumstances) to pay for medical 
attendance on a servant, even when the servant has met with an 
accident in his service. There is no implied asswmpsit to make 
any such payment. Even an engagement to supply a servant 
with necessary victuals would not, it seems, include within its 
meaning victuals such as wine and other special forms of 
nourishment usually given by way of medicine. The provision of 
medicine and medical attendance would appear strictly to be the 
duty of the authorities of the union or in which the servant 
is stricken down ; and, if only on this ground, it would seem to be 
really in the interest of the servant that the obligation should 
not be one which such authorities could disclaim at the 
expense of the master. For the position of many masters and 
mistresses is such that they could not afford to provide 
adequate medical attendance for a servant in cases of serious 
illness, and a servant might thus be left wholly destitute of 
proper treatment. It has ingly been held that a master 
may even recover from such authorities the amount voluntarily 
expended by him in providing for a servant medical attendance 
ook malian. An eminent for} Chief Justice, remembering 
no doubt that hard cases make bad law, has said that a judge 
in an early case, in ruling that there was a legal obligation on a 
master to provide medicine for a servant, was ‘misled by 
humanity,” and it is no doubt well to keep sentiment out of 
such matters. The rule as to liability is otherwise as between 
master and apprentice: Reg v. Smith (8 Oar. & P. 153). Of 
course a master may make himself liable by contract, or by 
conduct, as when he himself sends for a doctor or expressly or 
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impliedly ratifies the employment of a doctor originally sent for 
by the servant, and he must not, in any case, ess by agree- 
ment, take the cost of the doctor out of the servant’s wages. It 
must be left to the humanity of the master whether he will, to 
the extent of his capacity, provide medical attendance for his 
servant, but it seems clear that he is not, primd facie and asa 
general rule, liable to make any such provision whatever. 





An rmPoRTANT point of evidence was raised in a case recently 
before the magistrate at the Thames police-court. A woman 
had been charged with performing an unlawful operation upon 
another woman, and on this charge a deposition of the latter had 
been taken at a hospital in a perfectly regular manner under the 
provisions of section 6 of 30 & 31 Vict. c. 35. The prisoner was 
committed for trial upon the charge, and subsequently the 
woman operated upon died. Thereupon, proceedings were 
taken against the prisoner for murder, but the magistrate 
refused to hear the evidence on the ground that the deposition 
was taken on another charge, and was therefore not admissible 
on the charge of murder. Now, if such evidence is not admis- 
sible before the magistrate it cannot be admissible on the trial, 
and vice versed. It is submitted, however, that the magistrate 
was wrong, and that the authorities are against him. By the 
section referred to, where a person is accused of any indictable 
offence, the deposition regularly taken of a person dangerously 
ill is afterwards admissible “‘ upon the trial of any offender or 
offence to which the same may relate,” when the deponent is 
dead. By section 17 of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 42, a deposition taken 
in ordinary course is admissible under similar circumstances 
“upon the trial of the person so accused ””—that is, accused of 
the offence with which he was charged when the deposition was 
taken. A deposition under either section, however, is admissible 
only when the person accused had “full opportunity of cross- 
examining” the deceased person. This provision seems to 
explain the words “ offence to which the same may relate” in 
the one Act, and “ the person so accused” in the other. They 
mean that the deposition is admissible in evidence only when 
the charge upon which the deposition was taken involves no 
different question from that upon which he is indicted—when 
there is no question material in the one charge and not in 
the other. If there was any question not material in the first 
charge, but material in the second, of course the accused could not 
have had full opportunity of cross-examining the deponent upon 
such question. Thus in Reg. v. Beeston (24 L. OM. 0. 5) 
the prisoner was charged with wounding, and the deposition of 
the wounded man was taken under 11 & 12 Vict. c. 42. After- 
wards the wounded man died from theeffects of the wound, and 
consequently the prisoner was indicted for murder. It being 
quite clear that the wound caused the death, there was no 
question material to the issue of murder which might not 
have been put to the deceased after his deposition was taken, 
and as there had been full opportunity to cross-examine, 
the Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved 
unanimously held that the deposition had been lawfully put 
in evidence. In Reg. v. Lee (4 F. & F. 63), under similar 
circumstances, Poxxock, O.B., admitted a deposition taken on a 
charge of robbery with violence upon the trial of an indictment 
for murder. There certainly are cases which might be cited to 
the contrary effect, but on examination it will be found in most 
of them that the prisoner had not full ——y of cross- 
examination. Now, an operation to obtain abortion is a felony, 
and if death follows, the offence is murder. Asarule, however, 
there is no question as to any act of the prisoner which would 
be material only on the capital charge and not on the less 
serious one. Hence, it is submitted, a deposition taken on a 
of the latter offence is admissible on the charge of 
murder. It must, moreover, be remembered that such depositions, 
if not admissible as depositions because of an irregularity, are 
often admissible as dying declarations. 





Taz Bumprne Societies Act, 1894, appears to have left some 
of the societies which were formed between 1856 and 1874, 


under the Building Societies Act, 1836, in an anomalous | settled property. ; t t 
Rules, a judicial trustee who desires to be discharged must give 


ition. The Act of 1836 was by section 7 of the 


societies certified under the earlier Act until they should have 
obtained a certificate of incorporation under the Act of 1874. 
Such societies, therefore, had the option of coming under the 
Act of 1874, but, till they elected to do so, they remained under 
the Act of 1836: see section 8 of Act of 1874 and Act of 1875. 
This arrangement, however, was put an end to by section 25 of 
the Act of 1894 as regards all societies certified under the Act of 
1836 after the year 1856, sub-section 2 enacting that ‘‘on the 
expiration of two years from the ing of this Act, the said 
Building Societies Act, 1836, shall be repealed as to all societies 
certified thereunder afier the year 1856.” The result was 
to compel all the societies ining under the Act of 1836 which 
had been formed after 1856 either to obtain incorporation under 
the Act of 1874, or to go on without any statutory justification 
at all. In Re lifr Benefit Building Socvety (Times, 15th 
inst.), which has been before Wricut, J., this week, the society 
was formed in 1868 under the Act of 1836, and it continued 
under the earlier Act after the passing of the Act of 1874. 
Upon the passing of the Act of 1894 no steps were taken to 
alter this state of affairs, and the Act of 1836 was repealed as 
to the society in 1896. For a long time in a flourishing con- 
dition, the society was reduced to insolvency by the defalcations 
of the secretary and, upon the directors offering to augment the 
available funds by a sum of £800, the creditors generally 
agreed to accept a dividend of 12s. 6d. in the pound. One 
creditor, however, stood out for 15s. and presented a 
petition for winding up. Such a petition can be presented in 
the case of building societies under section 199 of the Companies 
Act of 1862, assisted, as regards societies under the Act of 1874, 
by the Companies Act, 1890: see section 8 of the Building 
Societies Act, 1894. But, as was held in Re Padstow Total Loss 
Association (20 Ch. D. 137), in order that section 199 shall apply, 
the society which it is sought to wind up must be a legal 
association, and it does not apply where the society is rendered 
illegal by section 4 of the Companies Act, 1862, as being an 
association of more than twenty — for the purpose of gain. 
In the case of the Ilfracombe Building Society it was urged 
that by reason of the repeal of the Act of 1836 the society had 
become illegal under this section, and that consequently no 
winding-up order could be made. The section, however, 
has an exception in the case of a company which “is 
formed” in pursuance of an Act of Parliament, and it was 
possible to contend that the original status of the company, as 
a company properly formed under the Act of 1836, continued 
for the purpose of section 4 of the Companies Act, 1862, not- 
withstanding the subsequent repeal of the Act of 1836. This 
was the view taken by Wxicur, J., who held that a winding-u 
order could be made, although upon other grounds he de 

to make it. But it is clear that a society in the position of 
the Ilfracombe Society may raise very difficult questions. 





THE JUDICIAL trustee is still an unfamiliar person, and few 
questions regarding him have hitherto come before the courts, but 
a slip in the drafting of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, raised an 
interesting point in the recent case of Douglas v. Bolam (ante, 
p. 29). Under section 1 (1) a judicial trustee may be appointed 
‘‘ where application is made to the court by or on behalf of the 
person creating or intending to create a trust, or by or on behalf 
of a trustee or beneficiary” ; and by sub-section 3, “ any fit and 
proper person named for the purpose in the application, or if 
the court is not satisfied of the fitness of the person so 
nominated, an official of the court, may be appointed.” Upona 
strict reading of the language of these two enactments it looks 
as if the court had only two alternatives: either to appoint 
as judicial trustee the person nominated in the application ; 
or, if not satisfied with him, to appoint an officer of the court. In 
Douglas vy. Bolam (supra) it was contended that one of these 
courses must necessarily be followed. A judicial trustee, appointed 
in 1898 under a settlement dated in 1865, was desirous of retiring, 
and the tenant for life, a widow, applied that Brewis, the 
husband of one of her daughters, might be appointed in his stead. 
Subject to her life interest, her four daughters were entitled to the 
Under rule 23 (1) of the Judicial Trustee 





uilding Societies Act, 1874, but the repeal was not to affect 





notice to the court, stating at the same time what arrangement it 
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to make.with regard to the appointment of a successor. 


By 

‘Under-this rule the retiring trustee suggested WinTER, and this 
‘eppomtment was pases =| by the daughters other than Mrs. 
‘Bazwis. Kexewicu, J., appointed WixTER, and on appeal the 
tenant for life urged, as intimated above, that the court were bound 
either to accept her nominee or to appoint an officer of the court. 
The Court of Appeal held, however, that this was too strict a reading 
:of section 1 (3) of the Act. By sub-section 1 a general discretion 
as to the appointment of a judicial trustee is vested in the court, 
and sub-section 3, it was said, only dealt with the case where 
the nominee of the applicant was the only person before the 
eourt. The argument seems to be bad, because sub-section 3 is 
equally wanted where two persons are proposed by different 
parties, and neither is satisfactory. The case of a rival nomina- 
tion being made does not seem to have been present to the 
draughtsman of the rule, but the omission is cured by the present 
decision, which for practical purposes is clearly right. 








THE ADMINISTRATION OF INSOLVENT ESTATES. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal last week in Re Whitaker 
(reported elsewhere) affirming the decision of Cozens-Hagpy, J. 
(43 Soxicrrozs’ Jovurnat 658), represents a further step in the 
direction of what appears to be the true construction of section 10 
of the Judicature Act, 1875. The object of that section was to 
introduce the rules in bankruptcy to some extent into the adminis- 
tration of the insolvent estates of deceased persons, but to what 
extent this was done has been the subject of much litigation. The 
section specifies three matters as to which this uniformity was to 
il: (1) The respective rights of secured and unsecured 
creditors ; (2) debts and liabilities provable; and (3) the valua- 
tion of annuities and future and contingent liabilities. In applying 
the section there was at first a tendency to restrict its operation 
within very narrow limits, One rule which applied in administra- 
tion in favour of secured creditors had been considered to be very 
unfair as compared with the corresponding rule in bankruptcy. 
In the administration of the assets of a deceased person, a secured 
creditor could first prove for his whole debt and receive a 
dividend, and could then realize his security and retain so much as 
was required to give him his full 20s. in the pound. In bankruptcy 
he could only prove for the balance of his debt after realizing or 
valuing his security, and it was too readily asserted that the whole 
object of section 10 was attained by abolishing this distinction, and 
assimilating the procedure in administration in this respect to the 
ager in bankruptcy: see Re Withernsea Brickworks (29 
-R. 178,16 Ch. D. 337). This result seems to have been 
by negleeting the express extension of section 10 to 
“debts and liabilities provable,’ and treating its application to 
“the respective rights of secured and unsecured creditors” as 
restricted to cases where the rights of secured creditors as a class 
eenflicted with those of unsecured creditors as a class. Thus an 
executor was still allowed to exercise his right of retainer on the 


ground, that he was not claiming this as a secured creditor (Lee 


v. Nuttall, 27 W.R. 805,2 Ch. D. 61), and an unsecured creditor 
who had obtained judgment before the date of the judgment given 
mM an administration action was still, in accordance with the 
former rule, allowed priority over other unsecured creditors: Re 
| (30 W. BR. 729, 20 Ch. D. 545), Smith vy. Morgan 

(5 C. P. D. 337). 
In the present case of Re Whitaker Vaucuas Wittt1aMs, L.J., 


appears to have thought that Fry, J.,in Re Magyi was wrong in 


ieting the phrase “ as to the respective rights of secured and 
ereditors” to cases where the rights of these two classes 

of ereditors were m conflict, and he held that the phrase referred 
to the respective rights of secured creditors inter sc, and of 
creditors inter se. The natural meaning of the phrase 

would seem to be that ested in the earlier case, but fortunately 
it is not necessary to e the operation of section 10 depend 
upon this somewhat nice point as to the force of the word 
“ ise?’ The all-i t words in section 10, according 


to Bourn, L.J,, are ‘as to debts and liabilities provable,” and 
hitherto there seems to have been a tendency to neglect them. 


Probably this is because at first sight they appear to import into 
the administration of insolvent estates only the rules in bank- 
ruptey relating to debts and liabilities which may be proved ; in 





other words, the bankruptcy rules as to proof of debts. Both 
Riesy and Romer, L,JJ., however, have held in the present case 
that this is too narrow a construction to place upon them, and that 
the effect of section 10 is to introduce into administration all the 
rules in bankruptcy with regard to debts provable, including rules 
as to the order in which debts provable are to be paid. But if 
this is so, then the effect of section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, 
is to introduce into administration the rule in bankruptcy that, 
subject to statutory priorities, all debts proved in the bankruptcy 
are to be paid part passu: Bankruptcy Act, 1883,s.40 (4). This 
rule, it may be noticed, was expressly held by Fry, J.,in Re Maggi 


(supra) not to be applicable, partly on the ground that, if it were . 


applicable, the continuance of the executor’s right of retainer 
could not be justified. 

The Court of Appeal, however, have already in Re Leng 
(438 W. R. 406; 1895, 1 Ch. 652), where they were a good deal 
perplexed by the earlier authorities, gone a long way in sanction- 
ing the introduction of this rule into administration. Its 
complete introduction LinpixEy, L.J., held would be inconsistent 
both with the executor’s right of retainer, and with the priority 
of the judgment creditor, but he regarded both these cases as 
excepted on special grounds. ‘“ Whilst,” he said, “I recognize 
the exceptions, I cannot myself go so far as to say that the general 
rule in bankruptcy which requires debts (with some exeeptions) 
to be paid part passu is not applicable in administration actions 
where the estate being administered is insolvent.” In that case, 
however, the question was not as to payment part passu, but as to 
the application in administration: of the rule of section 3 of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, postponing upon the 
bankruptcy of a husband the claim of his wife in respect of 
money lent to him for the purpose of his business; and the 
decision went upon the principle that all statutory provisions as to 
the priority or postponement of debts in bankruptcy apply «lso, by 
virtue of section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, to the adminis- 
tration of insolvent estates. The wife’s claim against the estate 
of her deceased husband was accordingly postponed in administra- 
tion, just as it would have been in bankruptcy. 

Practically, however, the decision in Re Leng recognized 
that, in the absence of special statutory priorities, the bank- 
ruptey rule as to payment of all debts pari passu applied, and 
although, as we have seen, Linpiey, L.J., treated the cases of 
the executor and the judgment creditor as exceptional, yet the 
judgment creditor at any rate must now be taken to have lost the 
advantage which Re Maggi gave him. In Re Whitaker the 
question as to the application of section 10 arose upon a voluntary 
bond given by an obligor who subsequently died insolvent. 
According to the former equity rule, such a bond would be 
postponed in the administration of the estate to debts incurred for 
valuable consideration, but the bankruptcy law recognizes no such 
distinction, and voluntary debts are entitled to the benefit of the 
rule under which all debts are paid pari passu, Upon the earlier 
authorities it would probably have been held that the equity rule 
had not been inierfered with, since the case raises no conflict 
between the rights of secured and unsecured creditors. But, 
in pursuance of the broader view taken of section 10 in Re Leng, 
Cozens-Harpy, J., held in Re Whitaker that all debts were to be 
paid equally,and consequently that the creditor under the voluntary 
bond was entitled to rank with other creditors who had proved 
their debts. This result has now been affirmed by the Court.,of 
Appeal, and, in addition, it has been practically held that Re Maggi 
is to be taken to be overruled. That decision, as its author would 
have admitted, cannot stand with the principle of the payment of 
all provable debts pari passu, and as this principle is now dis- 
tinctly admitted to be applicable in administration, 2e Maggi has 
gone. If the view now taken, says Rigsy, L.J., conflicts, with 
the decision of Fry, J.,in Re Maggi, that decision must be treated 
as overruled; and Komer, L.J., says more ‘distinctly that the case 
can no longer be regarded as an authority. 

The present decision will naturally raise the question whether 
it is possible any longer to support in administration the executor’s 
right of retainer, though it is to be observed that here another 
principle is involved—the principle that section 10 of the Judica- 
ture Aet, 1875, does not apply so as to increase the assets which are 
available for distribution. ion 10, however, says nothing ex- 
plicitly about any such principle ; it has simply been laid down as a 
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means of reconciling the authorities ; and we are by no means sure 
that it will save the executor’s right of retainer from the danger 
which seems to threaten it. 








THE PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE COMPANIES 
ACT, 1900. 
Iil. 
I.—Existive anp New Compantzs (continued). 
5. Extraordinary Meetings.—Section 13 of the Act of 1900 
contains provisions similar to those which are usually inserted 
in articles of association enabling the holders of not less than 


one-tenth of the issued capital of the company to require the 
directors to convene, or, if necessary, themselves to convene an 


any security on the company’s property.or undertaking - is - 
thereby conferred, be void against the liquidator and any 
creditor of the company, unless filed with the re for 
registration within twenty-one days after the date of its creation. 
But this provision only affects the ion of the instrument 
as a security, and it does not prejudice any contract or obliga- 
— yo a pe Petar eye ” sa. 09 
or the purpose of the intending creditor the provisions 
ection 14 are obviousl ineffective. He wants to know what is 
the entire secured inde of the company, and his search 


at the 


8 office will leave him quite uninformed. It 


will shew him the debenture issue, and also any 1 of 
uncalled capital or floating charge created otherwise by 
debentures ; and it will shew any mortgages of chattels of the 


com 
at de 


, in the last case giving him information which he bas 
arred from getting under the Bills of Sale Acts. But 


extraordinary general meeting. The requisition will state the | it will not shew specific oe real or leasehold property, 
which have been created 


objects of the meeting, and if a resolution requiring confirmation 


or of other pro 


(not chattels), 


is passed, a further extraordinary general meeting will be con-| otherwise than by debentures, and to discover these he must 
vened by the directors, or on their default by the requisitionists. | have resort, by permission of the company, to the register kept 


6. Annual Summary and Lists of Directors.—Section 19 of | under section 43 of the Act of 1862. os : 
With regard to the four classes of securities s ed as fall- 


to be included in the annuai summary filed with the registrar | ing within section 14 of the present Act, it may  aepae out 


the present Act makes some additions to the particulars required 


by a covering trust deed are not 


under section 26 of the Act of 1862. The latter section requires | that debentures unaccompanied by e 
an annual return of the members of the company, and a| very clearly included. In ice, no doubt, they will usually 
summary shewing under the specified heads the disposition of | fall under classes (5) and (¢)—that is, they will create a charge 


the share capital. In future it will be necessary for 


on uncalled capital, or they will constitute a floating charge on 


the summary to distinguish between shares issued for cash and | the property of the company. But class (4)—“‘a mortgage or 
otherwise ; to shew the total amount of debt due from the com- | charge for the purpose of securing any issue of debentures ”— 


pany in respect of all mortgages and charges which require 


registration under the Act of 1900, or which would require | themselves. 


registration if created after the present year; and the names and 


is more appropriate to a covering trust deed than to debentures 
ub-section 4, however, shews a clear intention 
shall be registered whenever the holders are 


addresses of the directors at the date of the summary. The list and } passu ‘ charge, probat 
re class (a) will be treated as applying to all debentures alike. 


summary must be signed bythe manager or secretary of the company. 
Besides including the list of directors in the annual summary, it 


will also be necessary for every company registered under the 


result of section 20 of the present Act, which deletes from sections 


45 and 46 of the Aet of 1862 the words “and not having a capital section is framed upon the theory that 
divided into shares.”” Any omission in regard to the annual sum- | Tegistration, and registration was indeed 
under sub-section 1 in its original form. 


accompanied by a covering trust deed’ or not. 
process of 


Companies Acts to keep at the registered office a register of the| Proceedings on Registration.—Next as to the actual 
a : re 2 registration. This would be simple enough, but for the pro- 


names, addresses, and occupations of its directors or managers, | Teg r 
and to send a copy to the registrar, and notify him from time to = of vee 2 14 (1) —: the ng te mie Ls 
time of any changes in the directors or managers. This is the | the registrar for registration In manner : 

4 i This is the only reference to filing, and the remainder of the 


all that is required is 
all that ired 


; 
Fi 
i 


mary or the list of directors involves a penalty of £5 a day on for thn alee it uanewelen has t be Gene ie 


to registration. : : 
Under sub-section 3 the registrar is to aregister of mort- 


the company, and on every director and manager in fault (sections 
27 and 46 of the Act of 1862). 


7. Registration of Mortgages and Charges.—Hitherto the onl . 
y gages and charges requiring registration, & 


must énter the date 


provision for the registration of mortgages and charges of a : 
company formed under the Companies Acts has been section 43 | Of creation, the amount secured, chant partenavet the property 
of the Act of 1862, and this applies only to limited companies. | ™ortgaged or charged, and the names Te 
Under it a limited company is required to keep a register of all | Chargees. But in the case of a series of debentures it 
mortgages and charges specifically affecting the property of the | SWflicient to enter on the register (a) the total amount secur _ 
company, and for any omission in the register the officer in| by the whole series, (5) the dates of the resolutions creating 
series and of the covering deed (if any), (¢) a general deserip- 


default is liable to a penalty of £50. But the penalty is the 


tion of the pro 


party charged, cat (2 names of the trustees 


] “, 4 he : 
only consequence of the omission, and the security itself is not (if any) for the deben holders (suk tion 4). 


: Wright v. Hort 12 App. Oas. 371). Moreover, th The above are the particulars which must be entered in the 
right codon dean 1 . | register, but under sub-section 7 it is the duty of the company. 


affected, even though it is in favour of an officer of the com- 


right of inspecting the register is confined to creditors and 


members, and it is not available for a person who is proposing | to register the mortgage or charge, and an pry Aga to 


to give credit to the company or to become a member. 


ith the requirements of section 43 the Act of 1900 does not | tion”; though 


supply the registrar with the 
ud the mortgage or charge may be registered oa 


interfere, and it will be still necessary, therefore, for a limited | the application of any other person Son (which will. be 


registrar must give a certificate of regi 


com to keep its own register of mortgages and ge 
In the ! : (other than | conclusive evidence of due registration), and the must 
chattels) which is not associated with an issue of debentures it | cause a copy of the certificate to be indorsed on every 

which is secured by the registered charge (sub-section 6). The 


case of a specific mortgage of property 
will be the only meen for section 14 of the Act of 1900, 


which requires pub. 
companies formed under the Acts, is confined in its to four | & 


on uncalled capital of the company; (¢) a m 


charge 
e created or evidenced by an instrument whi . com 


execu! by an individual, would require registration 





as a bill of sale; and ‘@ floating on the/| fine on an . 
undertakin erty of the oom: eae — debenture without the indorsement of the registrar's 


oF Prep 


officer 


gage’ or chatge comprised in this ist will, so far as | (section 18). 





c registration, tho it applies to all ister will be to i jon by any person on of 
a S conained - it a cmesiiing, 2 ole cectishe inspection (sub-section Ewe; 8 
a of oo These are fe) ° meena a for | the vem ap A ee keep at > own office, for 
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REVIEWS. 
LEGAL MAXIMS. 


A SELEcTION oF LeGAL Maxims, CLASSIFIED AND ILLUSTRATED. 
By HeErserT Broom, LL.D. Szvzentn Eprrion. By HERBERT 
F. Manisty, LL.B., and Hersert Curry, M.A., Barristers-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Whatever exception may be taken to this book on theoretical 
grounds, it certainly may be of great practical use. Indeed, from 
the statement in the preface to the present edition that ‘the editors 
have received valuable assistance from a copy of the second edition, 
noted up by Lord Lindley, and kindly lent them by his lordship,” 
it would seem that Broom’s Legal Maxims have been kept close to 
the hand of at least one eminent authority. There are man 
maxims which usefully sum up rules of law, and though they wi 
be found in their proper place in the usual text-books, yet it is 
an advantage to have them collected and the true bearing of each 
pointed out and illustrated by decided cases. The form of the work 
is necessarily discursive, and much of the information which is here 
given will usually be more expeditiously and effectively obtained 
elsewhere. But when it is desired either to discover some maxim in 
support of a case or to test the applicability of a maxim which it is 
proposed to use, then recourse may be very usefully had to this book. 
Occasionally maxims are quoted in their Latin form when they have 
an equivalent in daily use. Allegans contraria non est audiendus is a 
poor substitute for ‘‘A man shall not be allowed to blow hot and 
cold.” For exposition it is naturally given in the latter form. And 
““No man should be condemned unheard” is feebly reproduced in 
Audi alteram partem. But in general the Latin form of the maxims 
has established itself in common use, and a glance through the 
book will remind the reader how numerous are these trite 
yet effective sayings which he may at any moment have to use or to 
answer. Some of them go deep down into the law of ay 
contract, or of evidence, and in explaining them the editors have 
found plenty of recent decisions to incorporate. Quicquid plantatur 
solo solo cedit is the foundation of the law of fixtures, and the pages 
which explain it, give a useful summary of the existing law on the 
subject. The familiar Caveat emptor is equally serviceable in 
crystallizing much of the law of sale, and Qui facit per alium facit per 
se is fundamental in contract andagency. Less familiar is the maxim 
Cuilibet in sua arte — est peng es which justifies the use of 
expert witnesses, e maxims are for the purpose of exposition 
placed under their proper subjects, but this natural ax vata 
arrangement is supplemented by an alphabetical list placed at the 
beginning of the work. The present edition appears to have been 
very carefully edited, and the book will be found a valuable adjunct 
to the usual text-books. 
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Statutes of Practical Utility passed in 1900 and in the Seventh and 
last Session of the last Parliament (63 & 64 Vict.). Arranged in 
Alphabetical Order in continuation of ‘‘Chitty’s Statutes.” With 
Notes and a Summary of the Statutes selected. By J. M. Lzty, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

The Law of icultural Holdings. Comprising the icultural 
Holdin Protiag. co and 1900, She Tenante’ ced ns Act, 
1890, Market Gardeners’ Compensation Act, 1895, and the Law 
of Distress Amendment Acts, 1888 and 1895. All fully Annotated, 
with Two “hrs goo on the Principles of the Agricultural Holdings 
Acts, 1883 and 1900, and the Procedure for the Recovery of Com- 
pensation, Also an Appendix of Forms and Precedents of Agree- 
ments and Notices. Fourth Edition. By Syitvarmy Mayer, B.A. 
(Lond.), Ph.D., Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow & Sons (Limited), 


Paterson’s Practical Statutes. The Practical Statutes of the 
Session 1900 (63 & 64 Vict.). With Introductions, Notes, Tables of 
Statutes Repealed and Subjects Altered ; Lists of Local and Personal 
and Private Acts ; and a copious Index, Edited by Jamzs SUTHERLAND 
Corton, Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


A Commentary on the Law =e Money-Lenders and the 
Money-Lenders Act, 1900. Fully otated by Sections. By 
HAYTHORNE Rexp, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow Bros. & 
Layton (Limited). 

The Solicitors’ Diary, Almanac, and Legal Directory, 1901. 
Containing, inter alia, a Digest of the Public General Acts of the 
Session of 1900 (63 & 64 Vict.), with Alphabetical Index, &c, ; 
Complete List of Practising Barristers-at-Law and of London and 
Country Solicitors, with Appointments held by them. The Treatise 
fsa thee Act the Law and Practice of Stamping 

D is Revised to date and in Accordance with the latest 
Decisions and Practice. The Treatise on Oaths, Solicitors’ Char, 6, 
‘aud Death Duties are Revised by J. Gopyrey Hickson, Hea 








Solicitor. Fifty-seventh Year of Publication, Waterlow & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Case Law of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. Intended 
to Supplement Part III. of Accidents to Workmen. By R. M. 
MintTon-SENHOUSE, ., Barrister-at-Law. Second LEdition. 
Effingham Wilson ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). Price 3s. 6d. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
SOLICITORS’ BOOK-KEEPING. 
[To the Editor of the Solieitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—You ask for the views of your readers upon the letter of 
‘* Calcolatore ” in your issue of the 10th inst. , 

I was told from the early days of my articles never to mix a 
client’s moneys. with my own, and so (as I considered) never to mix 
the money of one client with that of another. I have therefore, for 
the last twenty years, kept separate banking accounts for each one of 
my clients whose money is from time to time in my hands. : 

It is a great satisfaction when a client asks any question about his 
money to be able to hand him a bank-book giving details of the 
dealings with such money. If he requires an explanation he can go 
to the bankers himself and obtain it from them. This places me in 
an independent position—relieves me from making explanations and 
from having to rely on a ledger account, which, however elaborately 
kept, is not evidence that the balance shewn to be due upon it is 
actually in the bank to the proper credit. 

It does not in any way interfere with the most elaborate system of 
book-keeping that any man can desire, but it does obviate questions 
and allay suspicion in a wonderful way, and twenty years’ experience 
has satisfied me that the plan is the simplest and the best in the 
interest of solicitor and of client. My ledger now must be made to 
tally with the particular bank-book of each client; I have not to 
consider abstruse questions of interest and commission to make sueh 
bank-book tally with my ledger. N. W. 

Nov. 12. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—As you ask for discussion on this subject, I venture to give 
you short iculars of a simple system, in some points similar to 
those described in your columns, which has been followed by me for 
over twenty years past. 

1, All 2 Br Ceaser for clients or office, are entered in a cash 
book, and all such moneys paid to a general account at the bank, so 
that the cash book should always balance. j 

2. A bank ledger, which includes on one side all payments into the 
bank, and cheques thereon on the other. 

3. A sell ‘abusmnend ledger for petty disbursements, fed by a 
cheque on account as required. 

The whole of the items in the foregoing books 1, 2, and 3 are 
entered off into one or other of the following : ‘ 

4. A general ledger for all receipts and payments made for clients 
to their te accounts. 

5. An ee for all office receipts, bills of costs, &c., and for 
payments i in one’s business, and for clients, but not properly 
chargeable to their r account, 

6. A private ledger for one’s own moneys. 

2, 3,4, 5, and 6 are balanced (and should balance exactly) each 
half-year, when the accounts are sent out to clients, with cheques for 
those shewing a credit balance, and the balance of profit or loss on 
5 carried to 6. 

For my own private use I draw a cheque quarterly on account and 
pay it to another bank. This is debited in 6, and 1 thereby keep my 
private affairs entirely separate from those of office and clients. 

My business is a mixed one of solicitor and land agency. 

Nov. 13. RustTicvus. 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Lord Alverstone, in dealing with the application to strike 
Mr. Ingram off the rolls, is rted to have said that “it seemed 
worthy of the consideration of a t profession from which the 
respondent must now be driven w the law in this respect should 


not be aay opengl 

I submit that we have the remedy in our own hands. 

The charter of the society provides for the making (at any general 
meeting) of bye-laws proper for the regulation and ee government 
et tho tadisty end af Geo cammabers ond ati themes , and the manner 
of appointing or admitting persons to be members of the society and 
of removing and expelling members from the society. 

Bye-laws have been made and provide for election by the Council 
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members are present and twelve consent) suspend members until the 
see Sin: capital to the Cnunell by’ ¢- isle: Ged 
or represen to the a@ Teg i 
by three or more members, that there is reason to believe that 
any member has been guilty of conduct which, in the absence 
of satisfactory explanation, would render him ‘unfit to remain 
a member, the Council shall (after an opportunity of explanation 
has been given to the member, and if they are of opinion that 
such member oe Se Be Capen ante ene inion in the form of 
a rt to be laid before a general meeting, and such member shall 
be fable by resolution of such meeting to be excluded from the 
From these extracts it will be seen that the main object of the 
society is to provide for the regulation and good government of itself 
and its members, a fact which seems to have been lost sight of for 


ears. 
. Recent statistics, widely published, prove that of the many bad 
cases pilloried in the press, a quite undue pence of bankrupts 
and criminal defaulters were members of the society down to the 
very time when their delinquencles became public property. 

But, as far as I know, in no single instance for years has the 
Council submitted a case of professional misconduct by a member 


(though many must have come before them) to a general meeting of. 


the society, or even troubled itself to enforce by any public punish- 
ment rules of ordinary professional propriety upon members of the 
society inter se. ." 

It is a theory of the Council that every practising’ solicitor should 
be a member of the body they represent. The proposition seems 
sound sense, provided (1) that election is made something more than 
a mere form; (2) that defaulting members are not allowed to resign ; 
and (3) that exclusion is followed by professional ——- 

The mere passing of a qualifying examination on legal subjects is 
» ne ping ag aan co qualification for — Yet a 

uncil go hat in han ging every young solicitor to jein. 
solicitors find out for themselves that membership carries with it 
professional status and dignity and there will be no lack of eager 
applicants for admission to our ranks. 

Under the present bye-laws members who ought to be shunted 
can evade the penalty by the simple expedient of resignation. Let 
the bye-law be altered so as to enact that no member is permitted to 
resign until he has fulfilled his obligations to the profession and his 
brother members, and the rules ‘as to expulsion will become 
efficacious - deterrent. he old ayst . sia 

Lastly, let us revert to the o em of publishing a list o 
members of the society, and let a new bye-law be passed to the 
effect that the names of excluded members be black-listed in that 
publication and elsewhere for such periods as the Council may think 
right, and we shall have done something to secure our own pro- 
fessional honour and our privileges as members of the —, 

Why trouble about ceremonious purging of the rolls? e@ same 
professional end would be achieved by the penalties proposed above, 
and the society's — which could be better spent on many useful 
objects, would be saved. All solicitors of reputation would gladly 
join our ranks, and with others it is not the primary object of the 
society to concern itself. ‘PENNY WISE.” 





ALSATIA, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journat.] 

Sir,—Referring to the paragraph in your journal of the 3rd inst. 
asking for information as to the application of the word “ Alsatia” 
to Whitefriars, is it not possible that this word was a Latinised form 
of Alsace, which country, being on the borders of Germany and 
France, and so to speak ‘‘ debatable und,” was the refuge and 
harbour for the necessitous and troublesome characters from both 
countries. Bearing this in mind, the application of such a word as 
“ Alsatia” to Whitefriars seems quite reasonable. 

For a very interesting account of this ‘‘ sanctuary,” Sir Walter 
Scott’s novel ‘‘ The Fortunes of Nigel” will be found worth perusal, 
but no doubt you will have ref to this. The introduction to the 
novel also gives some account of the hi of Whitefriars. 

If I remember rightly, according to ulay, the people were 
not actually cleared out until William I.’s time, but I have not had an 
opportunity of verifying this. Epw. OC. EpGEcomsg. 

35, Dale- street, Liverpool. 





The Local Government Board has issued a circular addressed to the town 
clerks of the London borough councils segpon beg that the board has 
issued an order directing that the rules contained in the Metropolitan 
Boroughs Councillors Election Order, 1900, shall, et to certain pro- 
visions, apply to the filling of casual vacancies among London 
councillors. The general effect is that when a casual enw ocours 
election must be held within one month after notice in writing of the 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re WHITAKER. WHITAKER v. PALMER. No. 2. 7th and 8th Nov. 


Acr, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 77), 8. 10. 


This was an a) from a decision of Cozens-Hardy, J. meee 
raised a question Se the peony Se ene We 
10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, into the of the estates of 
deceased insolvents in the Chan Division. The claim in the present 
case was brought by the trustees of a voluntary 
for the ion of the estate of a deceased 
by the settlement covenanted to pay an annuity of £250 during his life, 
and asum of £5,000, and interest in the meanwhile, within six months 
after his death, to be held on trust for a lunatic son of the . The 
claim was for a small sum in of the annuity and for the capital 
sum and interest. Cozens-Hardy, J., held that the old rule of the Court 
of Chancery, by which a creditors were ed, m 
regarded as abrogated by section 10 of the Judicature 1875, and that 
the claim of the trustees must i 


: appealed. 
Ph sen > agg (Ricsy, VavcHan Wits, and Romsr, L.JJ.) dismissed 
e appeal. 
Riesy, L.J.—I am of opinion that the court cannot disregard the 
vision of section 10 that in the administration of the assets of a 
eceased insolvent ‘‘ the same rules shall prevail and be observed . . . 
as to debts and liabilities provable . . . as may be in force the 
time being under the law of bankruptcy with respect to the estates of 
persons adjudged bankrupt.” The section does not ith the 
f of debts; the words are ‘‘as to debts en 
atever rules are for the time being in force in bankruptcy with regard 
to debts provable are to ay eee insolvent estate 
by the court. It would cut down the words of section 10 unduly if the 
court were to allow the old rule in Chancery to override the ptcy 
rule in the present case. If this view conflicts with the decision in Re 
Maggi (30 W. R. 729, 20 Oh. D. 545), or with that in Smith v. Morgan 
(18 W. R. Dig. 4, 5 0. P. D. 33 , those decisions are not binding on this 
court, and if necessary they must be treated as o 
Vaucuan Wuuums, L.J.—I I should 


5 
z 


i 


respects 
administration and the results of a death and the consequent i 
tion are to be absolutely identical. Section 10 points to an intention 
that the uniformity which it establishes is to be limited to parti- 
cular matters. It specifies four matters as to which uniformity 
beg ony and in construing the section the court has to determine 
the its of those four heads. It appears to me 
case comes under the head “ as to the respective rights of secured and un- 
secured creditors.’’ I donot think those words mean, as 
Re Maggi, the respective rights of the 
creditors as against each other, but the respective rights of the 
of the classes inter se. There can be a = ya oe 
rights inter se the rules in Chancery and bankru were t. In 
bankruptcy all debts ved were entitled to Line part passu. In 
Chancery the rule was t. In my opinion the ts tors 
inter se must now be governed by the y rule. 
Romer, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effec 
Q.C., and Edward Ford ; Vernon Smith, Q.C., and 8S. B. L 
Soricrrors, Ridsdale ¢ Son ; Gamlen, Burdett, @ Gamilen, for 
Birmingham ; Belfrage § Co., for Chaldecott, Dorking. 
(Reported by J. I. Sriaurve, Barrister-at-Law.) 


BRITISH MOTOR SYNDICATE v. TAYLOR. No.2. 6th Nov. 
Parent—INFRINGEMENT—Parentep Articizs Bovert mx ENGLAND AND 
Sent Aproap ror Satzp—‘“* Maxine use or ’’—Parents, Desens, anp 
Traps-Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), Scuspute I., Forw D— 
DamacEes—ASSESSMENT. 

So wee ce eotes Rens Sten S Stirling, J., given on the 15th of 
February, 1900. e plaintiffs were the owners of a patent for 
for motors, and on the 15th of November, 1897, brough 
action for iniringement against che defendant On the 4th of April, 1 
inning was b eon toa an injunction and 
g articles, an as to what damages 
tained by Bd oy by reason eh infringement 
master as the damages on the basis that the defendants 
respect of twenty-seven articles, and that the 
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case as an by the master to £5, From this decision the defendants 
now appeal 

Tue Cover (Lord Atverstone, O.J., Riezy and Vavanan WILLrams, 
L.JJ.) refused the appeal. 

Lord Atverstorz, O.J.—Two important questions arise ‘upon “the 
facts, and the first of these is as to infringement. My opinion is clear 
that there isevidence of infringement in the case of the whole twenty-seven 
articles. Having regard to the fact that a were all bought with a view 
to realizing, and that eight were actually sold, I conclude that all were 
bought for the purpose of sale if opportunity arose. Now it is said that 
Minter v. Williams (4 A. & E. 251) decides that exposing for sale is not 


equivalent to sale; but I am satisfied from my own experience, and» 


from my own reading of the books, that Minter v. Williams has never been 
considered an authority for such a proposition.. To my mind that decision 
was merely against the form of the count in that case—it certainly 
was not meant to lay down that exposure for sale was not an 
infring: ment. When the case was cited in Oziey v. Holden (8 
WwW. R 626, 8 0. B. N. S. 666) Byrne, J., said: “‘The jury found 
that they’’—the infringing articles—‘‘ were manufact for sale, 
and that the defendants endeavoured to sell them ; and I told them that, 
that being so, there had been a ueer of the/patent.’’ It is objected, indeed, 
that in case there was man , but, in my opinion, that can 
mvke no difference. The practice has been for many years in consistence 
with this view—¢.7., United Telephone Co. v. London and Globe Telephone and 
Maintenance Co. (32 W. R. 870, 26 Ch. D. 766), United Telephone Co. v. 
Sharples (833 W. R. 444, 29 Ch. D. 164). As to the second point, I adopt 
the view expressed in Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. Puncture Proof Pneumatie Tyre 
Co. (18 Pat. Rep. 209), that the measure of damages is the actual injury 
sustained through the infringement. We have now no material before us for 
holding that Stirling, J., was wrong in holding that £5 was the proper 
measure of such damage in the present caze. 

Ricrr, L.J.—I am of the same opinion, and for the same reasons. 

Vaceuan Wriuiams, L.J.—I . First, with regard to Minter v. 
Williams, I thmk that it was wrongly decided ; and if that is eo it is our 
right and duty not to follow it here. For myself, I think that in that 
case the Queen’s Bench decided, and intended to decide, the very point 
raised here ; but I think they decided it wrongly. I am not catisfied 
that mere possession amounts by itself to an user of patented articles 
That would very largely depend on the nature of the articles themselves. 
Here, however, it is said that there was more than mere session—that 
there was acquisition and possession for purposes of trade. remains the 
questicn as to the measure of da: Are we to fix that measure at the 
amouvt asked for a licence for the user of the patent? Not necessarily in 
every case. What has to be measured in every case is the actual damage 
sustained by the patentee. I do not, however, consider the point now, 
because at the time of the trial all twenty-seven articles were dealt with on 
the same basis ; and because no distinction was then drawn before Stirling, 
J., between the articles sold in this country and the articles sent to be sold 
abroad. Sottcrrons, Norris, Allens, § Chapman; Everett § Hodgkinson, 
for Parker Woodward, Nottingham. 

[Reported by J.E. Moznr, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re MILLER. Er parte THE DEBTOR. No. 2. 26th Oct. and 2nd Nov. 


Baskarurrcy—Norice or Suspension or Payment unpgR Section 4 (#) or 
THE Banxevrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52)—Exisrence or Desr 
bug To Petrrionixc Creprror at Toe or Notice— Petition. 

Tois was an appeal from a receiving order made by Mr. Registrar 
Hope on the 10th of August, 1900. By an agreement dated the 20th of 
January, 1900, and by a subsequent agreement dated the 23rd of 
April, 1900, it was agreed that the petitioning creditor, Victor Talbot, 
should pay to the debtor, Miller, the sum of £2,000, with a 
view to Talbot’s subsequently becoming 2 member of the Stock 
Exchange and entering into hip with Miller. The £2;000 
was to be used by Miller till the date of the contemplated partnership for 
the purposes of his business of a stockbroker, but not for any hazardous or 
speculative purpose, or otherwise; and he was to pay Talbot interest in the 
meantime at the rate of 10 per cent. Clause 6 of the first agreement 
provided that “‘ if the said Samuel Miller shall use the said sum of £2,000 
. - . Otherwise than as working capital for his said business . . 


liberty to draw out his said sum of £2,000.” Clause 8 of the said first 
ay mee wided that “‘ if the said Victor Talbot shall not on or before the 
3lst day of a ee rae second agreement tothe 
29th of September) become a member of the Stock Exchange, or it, having 
with 








dueé'from’ “Miller to Talbot, and that ‘the petitioner accordingly was not a 
creditor to the debtor. 

Nov. 2.—Txs: Count (Lord ‘Anvenstons, 0.J., Ricsy and Vavdauan 
Wuasams, L.JJ.) allowed the a: 

Lord Atvurstone, O.J.—If was a creditor on the 3rd of July 
for the sum of £2;000, either then payable or payable at a certain future 
time, there-was a notice by the bankrupt inden ‘the ‘section ; but in my 
0 there was not at that date any ‘such liquidated sum’ so due''to 


t, It was not contended that any event had happened" which justi- - 


fied Talbot in notice under clause 6:of ‘the’ 
that the wholeagreement was subject ‘to the coridition that: Miller 
be in a position to carry on the business, and that what had‘occurned 
the 28th of June rendered it im ble for him to fulfil the agree- 
and ‘that therefore the £2, hogagen inpmotiatele able, I 
take this view. It seems to me that on the 3rd of July Talbot's 
remedy was in. Pamoges den tare of agreement. I am further of 
ion that there was no liquidated debt of £2,000 payable at any certain 
time. The question of whether that amount ever became payable 
d upon whether Talbot exercised his rights of terminating the 
under the ent. I do not ‘think that this co y 
+ ge Greate :3 debt for a liquidated’ sum payable at a certain future 
time. e a ‘will be allowed with costs. 

Riasy, L.J., délivered judgment 'to the same effect. 

Vaveran Writs, L.J.—I concur. There can be no doubt that on 
the 3rd of July the jstate of things was such that it was impossible for 
Talbot to sue for tlie £2,000 under the terms of the contract. The only 
—* according] y, is—Was Talbot, on that day, in a position to sue for 

8 sum as money Jad and received, on the basis that the contract had been 
avoided by the bank ruptcy of Miller? Now, there is no doubt that'a contract 
made pet ba any express provision to that effect may yet be provisional 
on the particular state of things, or the particular adventure, contemplated 
by the rm But there is nothing in the ¢ case to imply any such 

nder thess circumstances, I agree that, at the crucial moment, 
Talbot’s only right, if any, ‘was to bring an action for damages.—OovuNsEL, 
H. Reed, Q:C., andl F. M: Abrahams; MoOali, Q.0., and Cooper Willis. 
Soticrrors, Michael Abrahams § Co. ; H. A. Graham. 
[Reported by J. E. Moxais, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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High Court—Chancery, Division. 


Re sve TRUSTEES AND CHAMPION’S CONTRACTS AND 
VENDOR PURCHASER ACT, 1874, Kekewich; J. 8th and 9th 
Nov. 

Venpor AND Puncu Asge—TiTLe—Hovss—Warer StrrLry—Mispescriprion 

—Conpitioms or SaLe—PARTICULARS OF REscrsston. 


This was a vendce and purchaser summons taken out by thepurchaser, 
asking that it might be declared that the requisitions and objections of the 
purchaser in —— of the title of the hereditaments'‘comprised*in' the 
poe pesca’ sale oo mw Meo mea rn Sac teneeue 

i compensa in res of the property 
int habitable with: ut ‘water, or, in the alternative, return of the deposit 
paid, and cancelling the contract, and that a good title to the said 
hereditaments has s20t been shewn in accordance with the particulars and 
conditions of sale, and that the vendors might be ordered to pay the costs 
of the application. . The facts were, shortly, as follows: The property in 
question was a detached residence at Alfriston, Sussex, which, together 
with other Ree > had been put up toauction. It was not, however, sold 
by auction but subsequently by a private contract of sale dated 'the 30th of 
January, 1900, the present applicant acknowled himself “to be the 
purchaser of lot 3” (the property in question) “ d in the foregoing 
” (i.e. the for sale auction when the we! 
was not sold) for the sum of £260, and having paid the sum of £39 
» he undertook ‘‘to complete the purchase in all 
respects to the foregoing conditions of sale so far as the same 
were —— toa sale by private contract.’’ The particulars contained 
paragraph: ‘‘ The water su is derived from a well on the 
adjoining premises, from whence it is supplied by a force pump all over 
the house ; 2s. 6d. per annum is to the owner of the adjoining 
premises for the use of this well.’”’ Olause 7 of the conditions of sale 
referred to contained the fo : “The description of the property in 
i 6 is believed and shall be deemed to be correct, and if any error 
be found therein the same shall not annul the sale, nor shall com- 
pensation be allowed in respect thereof.”’ It that the vendors had 
paid 2s. 6d. per annum to one of the two co-ownérs of the adjoining 
ee tae Taian was situated for the user of the water, but 
-owners of those premises had let them toa 
on lease without any reservation of any 
right of user of well, and that, consequently, the water could only be 
btained with the of 4 far the present tenant had 
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aS the action was founded u a conttact contained in the 
of 1875, and that the plaintiffs were claiming ‘‘ adversely ’’ within the 
meaning of the exception in section 17. Brittain v. Overton (25 Ch. D. 41 
feot)), Rendali v. Blair (45 Oh. D. 139), North v. Dawson (1895, 1 Oh. 
), Dee v. Howells (2 B. & Ad. 744), Attorney-General v. Eastlake (11 
Hare 205) were cited. 
Tue Covrr (Lord Atversronz, 0.J., and Kennepy, J.) dismissed the 


Atvzrstonsz, O.J., after referring to the plaintiff’s claim, said the 
court was asked to read that claim as if it were a claim to have a specific 
contract made by the plaintiffs with the defendants’ predecessors as legal 
owners of the funds carried out, to enforce a private right to have the 
funds applied according to the terms of that contract. He expressed no 
opinion as to whether such a claim could be made successfully in any pro- 
ceedings. But that was not the claim actually made; it was a daa 


then referred to the judgments in Rendall v. Biair, and said that this case 
did not fall within the exceptions to section 17 mentioned by Cotton, L.J. 
In Brittain v. Overton, J , M.R., drewa clear distinction between a con- 
tract entered into by the trustees with a person outside the charity and 
rights claimed under the original charitable trusts. The present claim 
was to have charitable accounted for in pursuance of the trusts 
attaching to it. ‘The court could not therefore differ from the decision 
of the county court judge. 

Kznwepy, J., in concurring, said that the action was not to recover 
any ific sum, but generally to obtain all that the plaintiffs were entitled 
to the trust ; it was a proceeding affecting the charity, and the 

iffs were not claiming adversely to it. The defendants only held the 

as trustees for the charity and the claim was a claim to administer 

the charitable trusts. By the Elementary Education Act, 1870, Parliament 
did not put an end to existing charities but enabled their administration to 
be diverted by the medium of the school boards established by the Act, 
dismissed.—CounseL, Bryn Roberts ; Vaughan Hawkins. Soxtctrors, 

~ P. Owen ; The Treasury Solicitor. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dix, Barrister-at-Law. | 


In the Matter of AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN STRINGER, HOLDEN 
BROTHERS, AND RILEY BROTHERS. Div. Court. 7th Nov. 


Arsrreatios —Awarp—Umrrme Frencrvs Orricio—Powzr to Rsmit— 
Azsirration Act, 1889, s. 10, sus-szcrion 1. 

This was an application by Riley Brothers to set aside an award in 
an arbitration, on the ground that the award was ultra vires, a previous 
award in the same arbitration having been made and published by the 
umpire and taken up by one of the parties interested. By a written 
submission to arbitration certain questions arising under a lease, and 
an agreement for a lease, were referred to two arbitrators who were 
empowered to appoint an umpire. The submission embodied the provisions 
first schedule to the Arbitration Act, 1889. An umpire was 
appointed. He held a sitting, and heard the arbitrators, but the parties 
had no legal representatives. No copy of the submission was given 
to the umpire. He made an award, which was taken up by one 
of the parties, who then discovered that the award did not deal 
with all the questions referred to in the agreement of submission. The 
in question pointed out to the umpire’s solicitor that the 
did not follow the submission. The umpire thereupon made 
another award, in which he dealt with all the questions raised by 
the submission. In support of the application it was contended that 
after oe me first award the umpire was functus officio and had no 

to a further award. 

Tue Cover (Lord Atvenstoxz, C.J., and Kznwepy, J.) held, follow- 
Mordue v. Palmer (L. R. 6 Oh. App. 22), that after making the 
the umpire was functus officio and that the second award 
lore bad and must be set aside. The court further held 
was power under section 10, sub-section 1, of the Arbitra- 

889, to remit the matters referred to the umpire for recon- 
sideration, and that this was a proper case in which to make an order 
to remit.—Cocnset, Germaine ; L. Sanderson; Roskill. Soricrtons, Robbins, 
-3 J. B. & H. Scott, for G. H. Lewis, Blackburn ; Williamson, 
Hill, & Co., for Marsden & Marsden, Blackburn. 

(Reported by FP, O. Rozixson, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Winding-up Cases. 
Re NORTH-WEST ARGENTINE RAILWAY CO. (LIM.). Wright, J. 
2nd and 8th Nov. 


Comrany— Wore cr — Assets — Disratzvrion—Transyer to New 
Courany—Articizs oy Association—Acreement Divyenine rnom Reso- 
Lotion or SHaxenoiprns. 


Summons by in the voluntary winding up for directions as to 
distribution of the assets of the company. The po. hove was incorpor- 
with a2 capital of £550,000 di into 55,000 shares of £10 each, of 

35,000 were cumulative preferred shares and 20,000 deferred shares. 
All the shares had been issued, and were fully paid up or credited as fully 


gE 


. On the 11th of August, 1899, receivers and managers were appointed 

ay, fatendee te action against the company. Afterwards the 

entered into an agreement with the Cordoba Central Railway Oo. 

for the transfer to the latter company of the North-West Argentine 

6 undertaking and assets in consideration of the issue of 10,000 

Cordoba Central Railway Income Debenture Stock (Central Northern 
Section) to the poten 


and deferred shareholders the North-West 











Argentine Oo. This resolution was conditional on certain resolutions 
being passed by the North-West Argentine Oo.’s shareholders. The 
agreement, however, made no — as to the proportion in which 
this stock was to be divided between the preferred and deferred 
shareholders. The articles of association of the North-West Argentine 
Oo. made no provision as to the distribution of assets on the winding 
up of the company. The secretary of the North-West Argentine 
Oo. sent out a notice convening a meeting of shareholders for 
the purpose of authorizing the directors to carry the agreement into 
effect, in which, after offering to produce a full copy of the agreement for 
inspection if desired, the notice continued: ‘‘ You will observe that the 
urchase consideration to the shareholders is £310,000 Cordoba Oentral 
ilway Income Debenture Stock which at the wish of the Cordoba Central 
Railway Oo. (Limited) is to be distributed among the shareholders in the 
following proportions—viz., £210,000 to the preferred shareholders, and 
£100,000 to the deferred shareholders.” The resolution approving the 
agreement was passed by a majority of the shareholders of the North-West 
Argentine Co. A number of shareholders, however, were not present at the 
meeting. On the 4th of January, 1900, the North-West Argentine Co. 
went into voluntary liquidation, and the liquidators took out an 
originating summons for ieeciben as to how and in what proportions the 
£310,000 stock was to be distributed as between the North-West 
Argentine Co.’s preferred and deferred shareholders. 


Wricut, J., held that on that application it was impossible to make an 
order or declaration affecting the shareholders collectively. No doubt the 
recolution for adopting the agreement with the Cordoba Oo. would not 
have been passed but for the positive representations contained in the North- 
West Argentine Oo.’s circular that the stock in question was to be 
distributed in the manner 58 in that circular. On the 
faith of that representation a sufficient number of the preferred share- 
holders either voted for the resolution or abstained from voting against it ; 
and as against those who adopted and took the benefit of that representa- 
tion, effect ought, if possible, to be given toit. In Somes v. Currie (1 K. & 
J. 605) and in Re Beeston Pneumatic Tyre Co. (14 Times L. R. 338) there 
were facts from which an inference was drawn that all parties concerned 
had agreed upon a principle of distribution. In the present case there 
was no room for euch an inference. The resolution did not purport 
to give effect to the representation—it was not unanimously passed, 
the majority had no right or power to bind the minority in this respect 
—not more half the shareholders were present at the meeting, 
and no consent or equity could be suggested to bind the dissentients 
or absentees. It had been argued that individual deferred shareholders 
who oe pee in supporting the resolution were bound by the representa- 
tion contained in the company’s circular. It was difficult to see the ground 
of the representation. The circular was not theirs, they made no repre- 
sentation collectively or individually. Nor could it be discovered by an 
inquiry which of the deferred shareholders who voted had any knowledge 
of the representation. If there was any remedy it should be in another 
court or by a different proceeding, a p the company or 
the directors, or to set aside the resolution. As it stood the liquidators 
must give its legal effect to the resolution. His lordship considered that 
all that he could do was to sanction some delay in the bution of the 
stock so asto give an opportunity to preferred shareholders to ask consents 
from individual deferred shareholders to the distribution of the assets, so 
far as their individual interests were concerned, according to the scheme 
suggested by the circular, and an opportunity should be afforded them to 
consider whether any other proceedings could be taken with — 
of success. His lordship held that the stock was to be distributed among 
the shareholders ling to their rights under the articles.—Oounsz1, 
F. Whinney ; Jenkins, Q.0., and Kirby ; Eve, Q.0., and Peterson.. Soxicr- 
tors, Slaughter $§ May ; Ward, Bowie, § Co.; E. G. Leadam. 

[Reported by C. W. Muap, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLL, 
9 November.—James Crorts Incram (67, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 
and ham, Lewes, Sussex). 
9. November.—Cuarizs Wiui1am Inman (St. Martin’s House, 29, 
Ludgate-hill, London). 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Oxpzxs or Court. 
Saturday, the 3rd day of November, 1900. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of , Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, dc hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Byrne (1900—J,—No. 1,908). 

Charles William Jones and Robert Alexander Baillie, and Alfred Edmund 
Lovell and pe Saas spinster (on behalf ¢ oes and all _— 
the persons w ve accepted or may properly accept debentures in the 
company known as Westwood Baillie E pore mag Limited, for 7s. 6d. 
in the £ on the amount of their respective ts against the said 


com: , and Harold de Vaux Brougham, the Official Receiver and 
Laquidazon. : Hatssvar, O. 
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Nov. 17, 1900. 











Thursday, the 8th day of November, 1900. 
I, Hard Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do by order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 


shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Stirling (1900—W.—No. 3,551). . 


In the Matter of Warwick’s Revolving Towers Oo, ld Arthur T. 
Osborne v Warwick’s Revolving Towers Oo ld, James White and Albert 
Epenjer. Hatssvey, OC. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


UNITED LAW _ SOCIETY. 


Nov. 12.—Mr. R. 0. Nesbitt in the chair.—Mr. H. D. Woodcock moved : 
“ That this House condemns the policy of the Government in entering into 
the lo-German t.”? Mr. W. 8. Boycott There also 
spoke Messrs. E. F. ce, P. D. Workman, A. W. 8. Davey, N. 
Tebbutt, W. 8. Olayton Green, and P. B.. Walmsley. e motion, was 
lost. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this 
association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, 
on Wednesday, the 14th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. 
The other directors present, were: Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, 
Grantham, R. Dodd, Robert Ellett {Pizenoneter), Wm. Geare, F, 
Rowley Parker, Richard Pennington, J.P., Walter Trower, Maurice A. 
Tweedie, A, Wightman (Sheffield), and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of 
£745. was, distributed in grants of relief, sixteen new ‘Ss were 
admitted to the association, and other general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 17th. and 18th of 
October, 1900: 


Mason, Maurice Ludlam 


Adcock, Leonard Hedley 
McIntyre, John Joseph 


Barford, Herbert Valentine 


mess eae Jen * Ls mg ee Carey 
arrett, Reginald Perciv: t) Carey 
Bird, Walter Leonard Nalden, ' Gerald Frederick 
Borrer, Arthur Oary, Hampton Oliver, Roland Giffard 
Brassey, John Parry, Henry Morris 
Brooks, James Pearse, George Gerald 
Buckley, Edgar Philcox, Henry George 
Busby, Edward David Kent Proudlove, Arthur 
Oateaux, Harold Armand Rees, John Thomas 
Chapman, John Barnett Revell, James 
Chapple, Aubrey Torrington Robinson, Norman Augustus 
Oherry, Frederick Peter Robson, Kenneth Hamilton Stewart 
Crouch, Edward Rowe, Sydney Arthur Farquharson 
Dunn, Francis Scrivens Sa Frederick James 
e, Alfred Braddock Scott, Malcolm Robert Charles 
, Percy Herbert Smith, Harold 
Fletcher, William Hall Smith, John Morgan 
» George Herbert Smith, Joseph 
¥ es Turville Smith, Walter Leslie 
Gibbs, John Errington Sowerby, Thomas Murray 
Gillespie, Henry d Statham, 
Godfrey, Cecil d Sutcliffe, John Ewald 
Green, Albert Robert ‘atham, Francis John 
» Harold Brown Thom; tg 
Harker, John Tweddell, William Henry 
Harrison, Alfred Vigo, ny ee William 
Hellard, Jobn Alexander Warwick, Robert Odard 
Hollobon, Tom Wates, George Leslie 
Holroyd, Gilbert Weston, 
Hopkins, John Harold 
Horrocks, James Vincent Wilkinson, James 
Jones, Donald Appleford Williams, — Landseer 
pooh es, ae Edward bs ay ) . 
gton, Henry enry Charles Barrow 
Leverson, Elmer James Barned Wood, Wdeeel Charles 


Levett, Richard Henry 








THE MONEY-LENDERS ACT, 1900. 


Ar the Cardiff County Court on the 8th inst., His Honour Judge Owsn 
said; “ T have Seen told that it may be of some publio use if I call 
attention to the Money-Lenders Act which was p during the last 
session of Parliament, and which came into operation on the lstof this 


month. This Act, as many of you ee ee passed in consequence of the | for 


recommendations of a Committee of the House of Commons, which recom- 


mendations were unanimous, and though the Act does not give effect to all 
the recommendations of the Committee, probably Pasliament 


tn its wisdom 


practices which it is intended to stop, further be the 
result of it. Now, in the oe Bowers Oe posed, and it is never 
intended that it should put an end to money- . That, 


to put an end to the frauds which it is notorious some money-lenders 
at any rate were in the habit of committing, and to prevent the money- 
lender advantage 

people who borrow money from them. The first thing that the Act does 
is When the money-lender comes into court and takes proceedings 
to obtain payment of the money due to him, either from the borrower 
or from his sureties, the judge, who, as I understand, is any j of 
the High Court or any county court judge, may, if he is sati that 
the interest charged is excessive, or that the amount charged for 


then the court may set aside the transaction. It may give the money- 
prem omer pple diner > apegpemnne yy en ong panning 

proper, upon taking an account it is fo’ money- 
lender has been overpaid, the court may order those sums that have 
been overpaid to be repaid by the money-lender to the borrower. 
But that power only applies to cases where the money has been lent 
since the 1st of November, or where any fresh agreement relating to 
money that has already been lent has been entered into since that 
time. In other words, the Act has no retrospective effect. Then 


give relief, the borrower or his surety may come to the court without any 

proceedings taken by the money 

as the court id give if the proceedings had been taken by the money- 

lender. The Act does not state in what way these 

nee Mag me ae TO cry Bap ek Be Bp ole gn oon 

provision. Another in bankruptcy proceedings, where 

a@ money-lender sends in his claim, the 

deal with it as they would if such case were initiated by the money-lender. 

SE ale DeRNED 608 SRY GOO ne Sak Sores 

tion, and we may hope the effect 

careful in entering into contracts than they have been 
as 


before justices are not to be taken to enforce these fines or to obtain pay- 
with the consent in England and Wales of either the 
Attorney or the -General. Then there is another crimmal offence 
vadiog of Deonlito entices If a borrower is deceived by a a 

or Ye statement, representation or promise, or by a - 
ment of material and is fraudulently induced or attempted 
those statements, the money- 


lender, or his clerk or agent or anybody who is mixed up with 











and Western Australia, Quebeo, Hong-koag, Zanz bar, Constan 
tinople, and New South Wales one each. There are al o three 
judgments for ‘ 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Gzorce Frepericx Surron, M.A. (Cantab.), solicitor, of 7, King- 
street, Cheapside, London, has been Clerk to the Worshipful 
Company of Dyers, and in future will carry on his practice at Dyers’ 
Hall, Dowgate-Hill, E.C., instead of at the above address. 

Mr. Justice Kexewicu has been elected Master of the Library of 
Lincoln’s-inn in succession to Mr. Justice Mathew, recently appointed 
Treasurer. 

Mr. BR. B. D. Actann, barrister, of the Oxford Circuit, has been 
appointed a Member of the General Council of the Bar in the place of the 
late Mr. Spearman. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 


DissoLvrions. 


Wruu1usM Epwarp Frennzxt and Atrrep Newman, solicitors (Ffennell & 
Newman), Hadleigh. Nov. 1. 
Recmvatp Henry Tuvuritow Baxrr and Cuartes Samvet Barser Hices, 


solicitors (Baker & Higgs), 76a, Chancery-lane, London. Nov 12. 
[ Gazette, Nov. 13. 





GENERAL. 


The judicial business of the House of Lords was resumed on Tuesday. 
The present list consists of twenty-eight cases, of which twenty-three are 
English, one is Irish, and four are Scotch appeals. There are five cases 
awaiting judgment. * 

The second of the series of evening lectures arranged by the Council of 

Education was to be delivered on Thursday, being a paper by Sir 
Harry Poland, Q.C., on ‘‘ Improvements in the Criminal Law and Pro- 
cedure since 1300.”’ 


The death is announced of Mr. Charles James Monk, formerly M.P. for 
Gloucester City. In 1850 he was called to the bar, and in 1855 he was 
inted Chancellor of Bristol and of Gloucester in 1859, and held both 

ese Offices till January, 1885. 

It appears, says the Central Law Jowrnal, that, notwithstanding recent 

to relieve the pressure on the United States Supreme Court, 
the business of that tribunal continues to increase steadily. The cases on 
the calendar at the opening of the present term of that court numbered 
437, which is twenty-three more than were upon the calendar at the 
opening oo, court a year ago. a were 134 sg added during the 
recess and the prospect appears to ¢ there will be a gradual increase 
of the business of the pi in the future. 

Strangely enough, says the Daily News, an ‘allowance’? of £1,000 is 
made to the Irish Lord Chancellor on appointment. This custom owes its 
pe circumstances that in the old days the highest legal position 
in was almost invariably filled by an English barrister, and this 
honorarium was granted him to enable him to transfer his goods and 
chattels to suitable quarters in Dublin. For the past half century, as all 
the world knows, no English barrister has been an Irish Chancellor, the 
last Englishman who we ae the position being Sir E. Sugden (Lord St. 
Leonards). But though the reason has long since ceased to be operative, 
the “‘ allowance ”’ still continues. 


We fancy we have heard before the following story, which appears in 
the St. James’s Gazette: Towards the close of his career, Sir Henry 
Hawkins, on arriving at a reilway station, was at once accosted by a 

-looking fellow, who seemed very anxious to assist him in handli 
his . Struck with his friendliness, Sir Henry said, ‘‘ You seem 
very desirous of helping me, my man.”’ ‘‘ That I am, sir,”’ replied the rough, 
“you once did me a very good turn.” ‘ Yes?” ed the judge. 
“* When and where, pray?” ‘‘ Well,” said the fellow, “it was when ye 
*ang Crooked Billy. Me and Billy once was pals, but we fell out, and 
Billy says as ’ow next time he dropped eyes on me ’e’d do for me with a 

And so ’e would, sir, if you ’adnt ‘ung ’im in time. So, I’d like 
to do you a good turn too, Sir ’Enery.”’ 


Mr. Ellett, the President of the Incorporated Law Society, writes to the 
Times with reference to insurance and Lord Ruseell’s Bill, stating that 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, by the adoption last year of 
the report of 2 committee, which re was communicated to the Lord 
Chancellor and the late Lord Ohief Justice, have already clearly indicated 
the scope of the amendment which in their opinisn should be made in the 
Shortly stated, it is this: That a corrupt motive (of which secrecy 
would, of course, be strong evidence) should be made of the essence of the 
criminal offence to be created by the Bill, following the precedent 
of the Public Bodies Corrupt Practices Act, 1489, which appears to have 
worked well. To show how entirely this is the reverse of the Bill, it is 
necessary to mention that, as it stands, a person giving 6d. to a 
porter would be liable to be indicted for a misdemeanour, if such 
grataity were not expressly excepted from the operation of the Bill. It 
in fact, so excepted; but, inasmuch as it is impossible te define in an 
Act of Porliament every case which ought to be excepted, it follows that 
the present form of the Bill cannot be maintained without risk of branding 
some honest transections ae criminal.”’ 


Tt is announced that in order to meet the complaints which have been 
mate a6 to the inadequate accommodation at the various police-courts, 
the late Secretary of State for Home Affairs, Sir Matthew White P 
sanctioned the erection of » new police-court for Southwark, the 
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selected being in Tooley-street, adjoining the approach to the Tower. 
bridge. The new building will contain two courts and ample accommoda. 
tion for the public. A new police-station also will be erected on this 
site, which is being purchased from the Corporation of the City of 
London. The Worship-street police-court will be replaced by a ney 
court to be erected on a site which has been purchased near the Shore. 
ditch Town Hall. At Olerkenwell police-court compulsory powers wer 
obtained last session for the acquisition of the houses adjoining the court; 
and, as soon as possession can be obtained of the site, a second court, with 
proper accommodation for soliciiors and witnesses, will be built thereon, 
At Westminster very considerable improvements will be taken in hand a3 
soon as the premises now occupied as a police-station can be vacated, the 
police business being transferred to the new building now in course of 
erection on the adjoining ground. Improvements are being carried out 
at the Marlborough-street court and are under consideration at the 
Thames and Lambeth courts. 

We recently referred tothe installation of the Lord Chancellor as the 
first Master of the Devonian Lodge of Freemasons. Thisis, we understand, 
the first occasion on which a Lord Chancellor, while in office, has acted ag 
master of a lodge of Freemasons. The new lodge was consecrated on the 
8th inst. at the Holborn Viaduct Hotel. The founders of the lodge are all 
Devonians, and Mr. J. Oockram Taylor, solicitor, the originator of the lodge, 
is honorary solicitor to the Devonian Club. At the subsequent banquet, 
at which there were present, besides the Lord Chancellor, Mr. Justice 
Bigham, Mr. Justice Kennedy, Mr. Underdown, Q C., Mr. Littler, Q.0,, 
Mr. Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Sir Forrest Fulton, Recorder of London, 
the Lord Chancellor, oO owe to the toast of his health, proposed by 
Mr. Justice Kennedy, said that one of the things which rendered Masonic 
intercourse so delig:htful was this, that it cultivated a spirit independent 
of all those questions on which men were divided. An infinite variety of 
feelings, thoughts, and imaginations which naturally belonged to different 
degrees divided men politically, theologically, and in many other ways, 
but the Masonic spirit enabled them to meet together in social intercourse, 
aud in a manner which, for the time at all events, obliterated and stamped 
out the feeling of those differences which on other occasions necessarily 
kept them at arm’s length. Therefore it was that the Masonic spirit which 
uvited them together, whatever might be their walks in life, was a gain 
for civilization, a gain for that kindly spirit which tended to bring ma 
together, and not to separate them. 

A gang of forgers has, says the St. James's Gazette, been for some time 
endeavouring to pass off — cheques on London bankers by an artful 
and complicated echeme. One of the gang calls upon a firm of solicitom 
and asks for iculars of property advertised for sale. After obtaining 
this information, he requests an interview with a member of the firm, 
whom he instructs to apply for payment of an amount due to him from a 
person who is able, but refuses, to pay. The debtor’s address as furnished 
by the creditor turns out to be a shop where letters may be left for a small 
fee. The solicitors, on applying to the pretended debtor, receive an instal. 
ment, and, on inquiring from the creditor whether they shall forward the 
amount to him, he requests them to forward it to his address. After 4 
short time the second instalment is received, and this is also sent to the 
creditor’s address, generally a temporary one. Having thus obtained s 
couple of cheques signed by the solicitors, the gang then procure in 
some way or other a blank cheque of the bank at which the solicitors 
keep their account, and forge both the clerk’s writing and the signature 
of the firm. The forged cheque isdrawn for a large amount, and, a 
solicitors often draw out considerable sums in notes for the completion 
of purchases of es, this does not excite suspicion. The 
method of cashing the cheque is equally crafty. An advertisement is 
inserted for a clerk, and the applicants are requested to apply at an 
office engaged for the occasion. selected applicant is then directed 
to take a cheque to the bank and get it cashed in £100 notes. Om 
of the gang follows him, and if the cheque is paid he waits 
see whether the clerk is watched as he leaves the bank. If the cours 
is clear, he takes the money from the clerk at an appointed place, and at 
another spot he divides the spoil with his confederates ; each of them then 
goes at once to a foreign exc e office and cashes bis notes into francs. 
The forging of the writing in the body of the cheque and of the signatun 
are almost perfect. In order to make it impossible to trace the book from 
which the cheque has been taken, the number of the cheque is often 
obliterated and another put in its place, and with the same object the 
name of the branch is eradicated and another substituted for it in almost 
identical type. It beboves, therefore, all lawyers to be very careful in 
dealing with new clients, and it is equally incumbent upon bankers before 

ying large sums over the counter to scrutinize the cheque in order 
} dem whether any alteration has been made in any portion of it. 


At the Bow-street police-court on Wednesday Mr. Benjamin Greent 
Lake was charged, on remand, with diverting to his own use on the 7th of 
July, 1898, a sum of £500, which he held as tPustee ; and further with, a 
the 25th of November, 1899, conve: to his own use, with intent 

t notes, value £2,700, which had been entrusted to bis 
safe custody. Mr. William Alexander Clarke, solicitor, said that Messer 
Lake & Lake acted for him and a Mr. Mai as trustees under the wil 
of Sir Oharles Mansfield Clarke. In that capacity they received, during 
the month of November, 1899, over £40,000. On the 22nd of that monti 
witness wrote to Lake & Lake on the subject of that pen and received 
a reply to the effect that £36,000 was deposited in the London and County 
Bark and that the remainder was in the hands of the firm. He at on@ 
wrote back them to transfer the whole amount to him and his 
co-trustee, and was accordingly done. Mr. Avory explained the 
the only object of that evidence was to shew that at that tim 
pressure was being brought upon the acoused to pay thie money, and 
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that to meet the demand made upon him he used money belonging to 
another trust. George Inglis Boyle, a Bankruptcy Oourt official, | per 
the file of the proceedings in bankruptcy of Lake & Lake, which shewed 
the liabilities to unsecured creditors to be £205,277. According to the 
prisoner's own estimate of the assets there was a deficiency of £173,722. 
Uharles Edward Hartop, an examiner in the Official Receiver’s department 
in the High Court, said that of the total liabilities of the firm £34,788 
represented mouey belonging to estates of which the defendant and his 
cousin, George Edward Lake, were trustees. Of that amount, £20,209 
belonged to estates of which the defendant was the sole executor or 
trustee ; £2,720 odd belonged to estates of which he and his cousin were 
joint trustees; and £135,717 represented money received the firm 
onging to clients which was not forthcoming. Of this latter sum, 
£79,735 belonged to clients of the defendant’s cousin, G. E. Lake; 
$55,446 belonged to personal clients of the defendant; and £535 
belonged to general clients of the firm. So that of the total liabilities 
£170,505 represented liability to estates of which they were both trustees 
or to clients. George Walter Chapman, one of the official receivers at 
the High Court, was then called and examined as to the payments 
and transfers of the firm of Lake & Lake with a view to shewi 
that the defendent had misappropriated £500 belong to the Else Trust 
two deposit notes of the total value of £2,700 belonging to the Hopkins 
Estate. In answer to Mr. Gill, he said that the Hopkins Trust case was 
being investigated by the Law Society, to whom the defendant had given 
an account of the matter in writing. This investigation was suspended 
pending the criminal proceedings. This concluded the evidence in the. 
two cases mentioned. A further remand was granted, it being stated that 
at the next hearing another charge would be preferred against the 
accused. He was allowed the same bail. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistzars mm ATTENDANCE ON 





Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No, 2. K&KEWICH. Braye. 
nD Godfrey 
Lavie Leach 
Lavie Leach 
Godfrey 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozzns-Harpy, FarweEtu. Bucgiey. JorcE, 
Monday, Nov........++++. 19 Mr, Beal Mr. Church Mr. King Mr. Jackson 
DRIER cccsecccceeccceces 20 Pugh Greswell Farmer Pemberton 
Wednesday ....0...60-000 21 Beal Church King 
paar cobiaeiecnnmpvael 4 Pugh } nen Farmer Lavie 
ies. Greswell Farner Belt 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

Nov. 19.—Messrs. Watton & Lzz, at the Mart, at 2:—81, Portland-place, W., a 
modious Family Residence, modernized in every at cost. Vacant 
possession will be he on completion. The and are held 

ate for an i term 
rent of £150 per annum to 
the term. Solicitors, Messrs. Fladgate & Oo., London.— 
Pembrid i : Freehold 
tions are by mg 7 5 ~ 
archway entrance, responsible tenan 
Bolicitors, Messrs. Nunn, Popham, & Starkie, London. (See advertisements, Oct. 27, 


. 8; Nov. 10, p. 3. 

aon 21.—Mesars, g*. Fox & Bovsriz.p, at the at 2:—New River, Adventurer’s 
Freehold Share: The dividend im respect of was for the last year £2,883, 
ha’ risen by ual increments from £876 in the year 1862. A. F. M. 
Downie, Esq., Alton, Hants; and Messrs. Young, J Beard, & King, London, 
(Bee advertisement, 27, p. 8.) 

Nov. 21,—Messrs. Trottors, at the Mart, at 2:—Cannes—Villa Allerton: 
Mansion, standing in its own beautiful grounds of about 6} acres, situated the 
Californie Hills, nearly 300 ft. above sea level, extensive views of the 
surro t country. With possession. Mesars. Field, 
Roscoe, & Co., London. (See advertisements, Nov. Ri 22.) 

Nov. 22.—Messrs. C. 0, & T. : oore, at the Mart, at 2 :—Mile End : let 


at rents amounti 
—Fulham- : 
annum. Solicito: 
ennguen pao ree et at £32 ry annum each. 
tonstone: Leasehold Houses ; let at £63 14s. per annum. 
Greaves, -, London, : Leasehold Residence ; 
Btratford : Leasehold Houses; let at £222 6s. per annum. 
; let at £109 4s, per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Stones, Morris, & 


houses 

London.— Mile End-road : Two Free Shops (one with a ey CS: ” 

Build Also the yey @ Land (mostly 
; um. 


Messrs 
Nos. 143 and 


i Fertien N formerly the Jewish Convalescent Home. 
Bolicitors, Messrs, Tamplin, Tayler, & J Londona,—N : Freehold 
Ground-rents of £21 per annum. Cam) 3 id Ground-rent of £35 per 
apnum, Solicitors, Mesers, Murr & Rusby, London. (See advertisements, Nov. 3, p. 24.) 
RESULT OF SALB. 
Revensions axp Lirs Poros, 

Messrs. H. BE. Fosren & Onanvinup held a successful periodical sale (No, 679) of the 
above Interests at the Mart, B.C., on Thursday last, Two Lots described below realised 
wen “ sao ae, the total of the sale being £13,130, , 

REV, 0. : 
To £2,670 9m, 24. India Three-and-a-half per Cent. Stook ; life 69... Sold 1,600 
ne to Devonshire Freeholds prodacing £49 per annum; “- 
e oes eee ow . one on ase eee eee ” 
To One-sighth of Freeholds and Leaseholda, &o,; life 54... - 8 250 
Absolute to 100 Shares of £5 each (£4 paid) in John Howell & Co. 
(Limited), warehousemen; life80 00 we we ere 480 





So Qapenreath Gasp ANNES fc Bean af Che valent ows GaAs 
To of £34,782 gf eee i oe ore ee 
Feet T1 600 im the Magle life 63 ; annual premium £18 2s. 4d. 
; ; now ; 

additions £308 16s. . : 


For £1,500 in the National Provident; life 75; annual premium 
£34; bonus - ose 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London —Farwar, Nov. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep ¥. 
Awrmracirs Izon anv Strzesu Luarszp.—Peta presented Nov 7, directed 
to be heard on Nov 21. Po en ty po eye 

Se ft eEnS must reach the above-named in 

noon ov 

Biacxett & Howpen, Lonrsp—Creditors are on or before Dec 1, to send their 
names addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to James J. Gillespie, 

Bar et “Peta f winding prot 7, directed to be heard 
GHTON 2.8, Limirep— ‘or lov 

on Nov2l. Mason & Co, 63, Gt Tower a petner. Notice of appearing must 
reach above-named not later than 6 o’ in the afternoon of Nov 2) 

Bartise re awp Lanexat Tosacoo Co, Lunrzp —Peta for 
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VED. 
Migerenees Beessen Lanen, 4.50 Gouaee, Gen em, Sew Sage a, evn es Tyee. 
ov 
“Boox or Hors” Provipgst Sick axp Bvatat Socery, ‘s Bir 
K — , Queen's Arms, Wynn st, 


Londen Gasette.—Tvusapat, Nov. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lagrep ux 

Aamo Syrxpicats, Lunrap—Creditors are on or before ay send thetr 
epg. es GS Cae debts or claims, to Oscar Wedd, 
1 Lourap—Peta for winding up, presented Nov {, directed to be heard on Nov 21. 
w & Blew, T4, solors for petners. Yous ot must reach 

later than ¢c'diock in Ue afterneca cf tors 


N 
eee Cuvs, Losrrep—Oreditors are 
and addresses, and the particulars of 
Bator Bar Luarrep Sages Tap 
ay a Bee the = Ths. = 
to Frederiok , Central 4, 
& Tayiot, Cheater, solors to liquidator 
Lvoxy Guea, Luarap are on or before Dec meg Ay A | 
Pf A or olaima, to R. ani 
; sree dete tr 


New Havaye Grav Murs, Li Sigel SU eae fe rose 


heani on Nov 21, @ and LY. 
appearing must reach 


above-named pot later than ¢ 
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Sournenp-on-Sza Revorvine Tower SyypicaTs, Luntep—Creditors 
ad 


Dec 28, to send their names 


the particulars 
claims, to Charles Albert Radermacher and Walter Mills. Camomile st chmbrs, 
st. Atkinson & Dresser, 40. Finsbury 4 solors to liquidators 
FRIENDLY 8 DIsso. 


CopripcE ph aery Provipent Co-opeRaTIVE Society, Laren, Cobridge rd, Cobridge, | Mortgage e 


's. Novd 


Lora AmicaB_x Society, Eagle and Child Inn, Conisborough, Rotherham, Yorks. Nov 5 
Privg or Kent Lopes Frienpiy Society, Park Estate Tavern, Plumstead. Nov 5 








For Turoat Inniration anp Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes’’ 

an prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. 

in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. 13d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 


pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr.] 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette. ~y Noy. 6. 
RECEIVING O 
Baed.) FREDERICK  nchng Beem Hairdresser Lincoln 
2 Pet mgs 4 a es 
ABRETT, SARAH Eunice, Chepstow, Mon, Licensed | 
Victualler Newport, Mon Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 3 
Betu, Jonx, a a Yorks, Farmer, Tn ona Pet | 
Oct18 Ord Nov 2 
Bixys, Tuomas, Micklethwaite, nr Bingley, Yorks, Com- 
mission Agent Bradford Pet Nov 2 Nov 
Bottoy, Jony Srprey, — ton, Cycle Agent Stockton 
on Tees Pet Nov 1 rd Nov I 


Es GrorcEe Dies "beothem, Cheshire, Farmer | 


Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov2 

Cox, Cnar.es Hewry, Bath, Timber Merchant Bath Pet 
male Rae Gees, tan, Wake 

OOK, ¥ sus Se — N ham, Farmer 
2S —", Pet O — a + rd, 

OUGHTY, AVID ILLIAM, rompton Fruiter 

High Court Pet Oct 12 "Ord Now? ™ 
Parpay, ss Hereford, Clerk Hereford Pet Nov 2 
ov 


Gaezenwoop, James Henry, Nelson, Lancs, Hosier 
e Pi Oct 23 Ord Nov 2 
RINDLEY, TLLIAM, pad sod General Deal 
Sheffidld ‘Pet Nov Ord Nev.” 
Gurxzy, Hanoy Mansy, Farringdonay High Court Pet 
= Me! 2 Ord Nov : Pn 
‘oop, Franx, Manc! — velling Dra: Manch 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov a. 


Hoskixs, ARTHUR Wives ok Destingin, Jeweller Stock’ 
on Tees vet Nov2 Ord Nov ene él 
—“ y= Ee ~~ Flint, Ration Chester Pet 
— Seocegten gate High Coust Pet Sept 26 
Nov 2 
oi 4 OS a sy eal Cornwall, Builder Truro Pet Oct 


Jzexnxer, WH, tonstone, E Gl 
xxx, W H, Leytonston e, Essex, Builder High Court 
Lez, Wiis Epwarp, er Tateing House 
tearborough Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 
recambe, Lancs, Shatense 
Parmer, ‘Westen, Kettering, Cabinct Cabinet Make 
> ton Pet N 
‘anTox, Marrua, Knigh Radnor, Licensed Victuall: 
Leominster Pet Nov 1’ Ont Nov oh 
Bs Getto" Ord Nov Nora 
VELL, ere Newton 
S f anes, Ne Aiea, Devon, Boot 
icuMonD, Gzorce Wi11Am, Sheffield, Plumber Sh ad 
Pet Novi Ord Nov1 a “ cS me 


wer yy Patt, oe, Gardener Truro Pet Nov 3 
—_ James E . 
=, Moi 
inet Maker Northamp- 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Pzrcy, Wituiam Wrspxam, Hampton Hill Kingston, 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 
Rosixs, Epwarp, a fae 


‘Son Pet 
7 9 , 
Rosixsox, Epuvyp LEN, Chelzea High Court 
Rosrysox, THomas JoxE By W ol ome, Notts 


meen rh (B Dae : fon. ag 
STEIN oN Binaingham, Jewellers 
Birmingham P: 


‘et Oct 17 Ord Ost 31 
Boonas, Maxey, Ghefleld, Sheffield, Boot Maker Sheffield Pet Nov 


Suzprze, A V, Vv i 
Oat is ann ictoria st Kingston, Surrey Pet 


Srrn, Samver, Cardiff, In 
: ad Get pan surance Agent Cardiff 
PRINZ, h ‘ 
Pe Onis a, in, Solicitor’s Clerk High Court 
YLVEsTeR, Jonny, G 
wil nx Barry, lam, Master Painter Cardiff 
—_ Mey essen, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 


Uprtoy, Wissam 6 am Clophill, Beds, Market Gard 
Bedford Pet’ Nov 2 Ona Nov 2 we 
Uproy, ay Ls ae on Sea, Grocer Canterbury 
ov 2 








ov 
Vanier, Jony Wit11am, Church, Lanes, Clerk Blackburn 
¥ hace Ord Nov 1 
avonas, Witiovonsy Josuva, Latehmere rd, Lavender 
Hil ‘Wandsworth Pet A 8 Ord Novi : na 
igh Court Pet 
Aug 8 Ord Nov 1 sien 


Warwick, Josatnax Lavi, Huddersfield Huddersfield | 
Ww nea 5 = Ord Oct 3. | 
ATsOx, Jonxy Tuomas, a rd, Wi Hill, Boot | 
Dealer Court Pet Oct 19 "On mae | 
cester, Bamboo Furniture Manufacturer 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 


Woon, Jouy, 


Worvswonrn, Josxen, Kingston upon Huli, Lighterman 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 1 O Ord Mort | 
MEETINGS. 


FIRST M 
mre 2. ZU, hs ema st Nov 13 at 12 Bankruptcy | 


Sold only Engineering Co 











BrocxweEt., Wriuiam Georer, Manchester, Nurseryman 
Nov 14 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Cave-Brown-Cave, CaRoLtinE Mary ANNE Euizapers, 
vern Link, Worcesters Nov 14 at 1 4, 
hagen st, Worcester 
Crark, Witiram RicHarp, Bee Balke q Bristol, Mechanic 
Nov 14 at 12.15 Off aldwin 


st, Bristol 
| Cooper, JOsEPH, Deighton” Nov 15 at 10.80 Off Rec, 4, 


Pavilion bldgs, Bri 


| Cox, CHARLEs Henry, th, Timber Merchant Nov 14 at 


1245 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Crook, Jonn SINGLETON. Hyde, Cheshire, Ice Cream Dealer 
Nov 14 at 2.15 Off Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 
CuTLer, CHRISTOPHER, Sparahill, Worcester, Builder Nov 
14at12 174, Corporation st, B ham 
zRY. Epwarp, Hanley, Staffs, Builder Nov 13 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Fursuanp, Cxarues, Liwynpia, "Glam, Baker Nov 13 at 12 
Off Re Alexandra rd, Swansea 


ce. 31, 
GavuGE, Sanu am. bas hy = Publican Nov 14 at 10.39 
Off Ree, 5, Cury, ©: 


idge 

QurTHRIEz, Tech RAHAM, Fulham, Theatrical Manager 
Nov 14at230 Bankruptcy bid my st 

Hazzis, Toomas Heyry, Senny Brecon, Innkeeper 
Nov 18 at12 135, High st, sMerthyz Tydfil 

Haztiey, Youxa, Shuttle es, Drysalter Nov 14 
at3 Off Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 

Hayes, Tuompsoy, & Kaur, go Cycle Agents 
Novi7at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, N 

Hoop, Frawx, Eccles, Lancs, Travelling = Nov 13 
at8 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hor.er, Asew, Bristol, Builder Nov 14 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Baldwin st, Bristol 


Jepps, Henry Cuaries, Sunderland, Average Adjuster 
Nov 18at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
MenepitTs, Ricnarp, Brackiyn st, New North rd, Cow- 
Nov 13 at 2.30 tcy bldgs, Carey st 
Neatz, Witt1am CLEVELAND, ottingham, Licensed 
bn Novi13 at12 Off Ree, 3, Castle pl, Park st, 


Puizirad iw, Birmingham, Solicitor Nov 16at11 174, 


Bae Ww Woe James, Newton Abbot, Devon, Boot 
Dealer Novy 22 at 10,30. Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 


Exeter 
Rozerts, Joun, Aberavon, Glam, Licensed Victualler Nov 
18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 81, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
— Epuuyp AtiEN, Chelsea Nov i1éat 12 Bank- 
bidgs, Carey st 
sue ILLIAM, 's Norton, Worcester, Fruiterer 
Novy 14 atll 174, forporation ‘st, Birmingham 
Suurr, Ay ye Guild ford, Cabinet Maker” Nov 18 at 


11 30 on Bridge 
Burrs, Wanians Wal Confectioner Nov 14 at 11.30 
TaBeet, FREDERICK Wittiam Bamey, Blaina, Mon, 
= Dealer Novi4at12 136, High st, Merthyr 
Tuomas, Jonn, py Manchester Nov 14 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Tuomas, WittraM, Failand, Somerset, Farmer Nov 14 at 12 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
eae bs Wirttax, ~ st, am Fe Builder Nov 16 at 
Uniay, 7, poaweaee st Nov ld at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Wasaun, Luxe, and Hzexry Haseu, Batley, Yorks, Rag 
Merchants Novi5at3 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Ba Batley 
Warwick, be Levi, a ee Nov 14 
at1l Off Ree, 19, John William st, Hudd 


Watson, Fads U Oycle 
Nov 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, a wae yg at eh 


Watsox, Joun Tuomas, Queen’s rd, Notting Hill, Boot 
tr Nov l4atll Carey st, 
Wester, R Griewx, Islington, Organist Nov 15 et 2.30 
Bankruptey , Carey st 
Waircavecn, Joseru ’ Ev: maar RD, Dikeston, Der' Beaty 
ex Nov 18 at 8 Off Ree, 47, Full st, erby 
Wuirrnovusz, Tuomas, Fish 
Merchant Nov 13 at 11 Rec, Station rae Gloucester 
ie Tuomas Evax, Lia 5 


igan, Builder Nov 13 at 11.30 T 
stwith 


Youn, Wiirias Knutsford, Cheshire, Farmer Nov 14 at 
8 Off Rec, Byrom st. Manchester 
ADIUDICATIONS. 
Banzses, Frepericx Tayion, Lincoln, Hairdresser Lin- 
coin Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 8 
Bazeert, Saran Evxicz, Chepstow, 
Victualler Newport, Mon Pet Nov 3 Nov 3 
Bett, Epwarp, Preston in Holderness, York, Clerk 
Kin on Hull Pet Oct15 Ord Novi 
Bisys, Tuomas, Micklethwaite, nr Bingley, Yorks, Com- 
mission Agent Bradford Pet Nov2 Ord Nov? 
Bieseit, Haroiy E, Handsworth, Stock Broker Birming- 
Bo ham Pet os 11 Ord Nov2 tate he Siodkten 
LTON, JOHN Bipney, e Agent 
on Tees Pet Nov 1 Gna Non 
1 Arauaseet, Guo izioo, Victoria st, Restaurateur High 
Court Pet Septi2 Ord Oct 29 


| Danae, Sax Fone Bradford, Merchant Bradford Pet 
Sept 28 Ord Oct 81 


Yorks, Com- 
Se ers Mov 14 at 11 oft teers, ni, Manor 10, | Romano, Cucn.as Bastr, Theobald’ rd, Buteher High 








aoe earieed onor| Wuy Pay Rent ?—A Mortgage Policy is offered by the Scorrisn 
of their debts or | Teypzrance Lire Orrice over approved House Property, repayable by 
Cumemie | half yearly instalments, which may 
is that in event of death, the house becomes entirely free for the family. 
nses borne by the Com mde [AD Full prospectuses, etc., at 

London Office, 96, Queen-street, Cheap nal 


less than the rent. A great feature 


WAkNING TO INTENDING House Purcuaszrs AND Lzsszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, — and os age g b> by an Expe 
(H. Carter, C.E 
minster. Fee quoted on receip 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation,” "yet sg op ay ] 


rt from The Sanitary 
),. 65, Victoria-street, West- 
ot tall nee ticulars. Established 25 


Pumay, Hc Howanp, Hereford, Clerk Hereford Pet Nov 2 
v 2 


GRINDLEY, Was Handsworth, Yorks, General Dealer 
heffield Pet Novi Ord Novl 

Harnison, J B, dge Park, or wy Kent, 
Builder Tunbridge Wells Pet Aug 22 Oct Novi 

Hosxiys, ARTHUR VIVIAN, lington, Jeweller Stockton 
on Tees Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Hunt, Aurrep, Faringdon, Berks, Bae Manufacturer 
Swindon Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov 8 

Lean, Sampson Pact, Truro, Gardener Truro Pet Nov 3 

Nov 3 

Lez, Wituram Epwarp, Scarborough, ay house 
Keeper Scarborough Pet Noy2 Ord Nov2 

Lvs, win Barron, Gracechurch st, Accountant High 
Court Pet July 18 Ord Oct 31 

MarsuHatt, James Epwarp, Morecambe, Lancs, Hardware 


Dealer wdneng* J 2 Ord Nov 2 
Pater, WILLIAM, Kettering, Ca inet Maker Northampton 
Radnor, _ ees Victualler 


Pet Nov8 Ord Ni 

Parton, Marra, Enighton, 
Leominster Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 

REVELL, ig 1 Newton "Abbot, Devon, Boot 
Dealer et Nov2 Ord Nov 

Ricsmonp, Fae Fontan Sheffield, Plumber Sheffield 
Pet Novi Ord Novl i 

Rosixson, Epmunp Spee Chelsea High Court Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov2 

Rosiyson, THomas Jones, West | aaamens Notts Notting- 
ham Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 

Sarrer, WItLtiam Fa 5 amy Somerset, Farmer 
Wells Pet Oct15 Ord 

Savine, Witw1am, King’s Nor! Worcester, Fruiterer 
Birmingham Pet Oct11 Ord Nov 2 

Scoran, Henny, Sheffield, Boot Maker Sheffield Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Swiru, Samver, Canton, Cardiff, Insurance Agent Cardiff 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

SranpisH, ee wy a = Ormskirk, Lancs, Traveller 
Liverpool Pet Ord Novi1 

STEPHENSON, bo sdoaky fh ay Cardiff, Cycle Dealer 
Cardiff Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov3 

Syivesrer, Jonny, Barry, Glam, Master Painter Cardiff 
Pet Novi Ord Nov 1 

Tavtor, Gzoncsz Corton, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 


Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Upton, Wri11am, sen, Clophill, Beds, Market Gardener 
Bedford Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 

Urtox, Witiiam, Westgate on Sea, Grocer Canterbury 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 

Vax.ey, Jonn Wiiu1am, Church, Lancs, Clerk Blackburn 


Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 
Warwick, Jonatuan Levi, Birkby, Huddersfield Hud- 
dersfield Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 3 
bolero fT Bradford, Merchant Bradford Pet Oct 
Woop, Jony, Leicester, Bamboo Furniture Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
ull, Lighterman 


Worpsworrts, Joszrn, Kingston upon Hi 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov1 Ord Nov1 





AW. — Woabed oY a City Firm, a 
Fane enngs 4 Common Law and 
ey areal eae ; must be capable of 
carrying through business without 
between 30 and 40 preferred.—Apply, by 
statis ape , Salary required, and full particu! ld to 

zZ., Drew Wood'& & Son, 16, Basinghall-street, E.C. 


AW.—Solicitor (Commissioner ; 50) Re- 
a Managing a good Ang | A 4 ; 
a experience Conveyan: ‘a 
Hows mater accustomed to — and ¢ take entire — 
Magisterial poin . vi 
amount of caj tal ; caley, #300.—Ouxos, jlicitors’ 
Journal,” $1, Okanetry-iane, W 
AW.—Wanted, by a Firm of Solicitors in 
the City, a thoroughly experienced and compsinnt 
Conv Clerk ; ust be accustomed to gouge ont 








ANTED. — Managing or Assis as 

me , Clerk: in Lendon ; engen in 

p mang tnt accustomed to advise 

lion, aoe itted in 1898 ; se Sea oe salary 
—— arrangement, >. care of ‘ tors’ Journal,” 27, 


— ER WANTED sleeping « or active) 
to start American hardware import business, by well- 
tatroduced, —. business —- good standing; capi 
required about £65, references.—Write to D. 463, 
oy licitors’ Journal, mi 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
GOLicrroR, 3 B.A. Cantab., aged 27, desires 
Clerk, preferabl with a 











Ce poet Paty Boe . Prorog WARLO w, 





——we | 





